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How to Use Volume 2 


This second volume of Voyageurs National Park’s Final General Management Plan / Environ- 
mental I!mpact Statement has four parts. 


The Introduction starting on the following page explains the methodology that was used to 
sort and organize all the comments that were received on the Draft General Management 
Plan / Environmental Impact Statement ( Draft GMP/EIS). 


Chapter 1 contains two different indexes for all of the letters received from commenters. The 
first index, titled “Index of Comment Letters by Author,” lists the letters received by federal 
and state agencies, city and county governments, businesses and organizations, and individ- 
uals. Each entry in these categories is followed by a list of topics that were commented on. The 
second index, titled “Index of Comment Letters by Topic,” lists the names of all businesses, 
organizations, and individuals who commented on specific topics and issues. 


Chapter 2 contains all of the substantive comments and the National Park Service’s responses. 
The first section (starting on page 133) contains the NPS responses to comments by federal 
agencies, state agencies, county agencies, and cities. The second section (starting on page 146) 
contains the NPS responses to all substantive comments by businesses, organizations, and 
individuals. The public comments and NPS responses are organized by topic and issue. The 
topics are major headings that are capitalized and organized alphabetically. Each topic has 
numbered subheadings that reflect related issues. Each issue is followed by specific comments 
(identified by letters) and the NPS responses. 


Chapter 3 contains copies of the comment letters received by the National Park Service. The 
letters are organized by governmental agency, businesses and organizations, and individuals. 
Where numerous individuals submitted identical or similar letters, only one representative 
sample is reprinted, accompanied by a list of all those who submitted similar comments. 


There are two ways for readers to search for the National Park Service’s response to their 
comments. 


1. Use the “Index of Comment Letters by Author” (starting on page 3) to find a particular 
name. After each name is a list of topics and issues that reflect how comments by that 
author were categorized. Select one of the topics and issues listed for an author, such as 
“Access—Integrated Use, 2D. Then go to the table of contents for chapter 2 (starting on 
page vii) to find the page number for that topic and issue. To find a specific comment, go 
to the text page shown in the contents and then go to the appropriate letter. For example, 
2D means that the reader’s comment was categorized as issue 2, comment D. 


2. Use the “Index of Comment Letters by Topic” to find a specific topic and a list of all those 
who commented on that topic and issue. For example, the list under the topic “House- 
boats—Z/ssue 6: Graywater,” shows all those who commented on this subject. Then use the 
table of contents for chapter 2 to find the correct page for that topic and issue. 


For those readers who did not submit a comment letter but want to read the National Park Service’s 
responses to comments on a particular issue, go to the table of contents for chapter 2. 


When a name in the “Index of Comment Letters by Author” is not followed by an issue number 
and comment letter, that simply means that the commenter did not make a specific comment 








related to a substantive issue. 
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INTRODUCTION 


PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY 


Voyageurs National Park’s Final General Management Plan / Environmental Impact Statement and 
Visitor Use and Facilities Plan takes into account public and agency comments received during review of 
the Draft General Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement and Visitor Use and Facilities 
Plan (Draft GMP/EIS). 


On June 16, 2000, Voyageurs National Park’s Draft GMP/EIS was released for public review until 
August 23, 2000. Following requests from the public for more time to review the document, the National 
Park Service extended the comment period until September 22, 2000. At thai time they also informed the 
public that copies of the draft document were still available. On September 22, 2000, another statewide 
press release informed the public that the review period was extended until October 23, 2000. Once again 
the public was informed that copies of the draft document were still available. 


Approximately 2,000 individual letters were received by mail, electronic mail, and verbally at a series of 
open houses held in four communities in Minnesota July 24-27, 2000. Comments were received from 
governmental agencies, businesses and organizations, and the public. 


Of the comments on the Draft GMP/EIS, most focused on the following topics and represented different 
viewpoints for most of the main topic issues (in alphabetical order): 


Airtour management 

Development and use of day and overnight sites 
Fixed-wing aircraft (floatplane) use 

Houseboats 

Park purpose and mission 

Resource protection 

Snowmobiles 

Special use zone 


At the close of the comment period, the National Park Service began a content analysis of public and 
agency responses. Every comment was read and categorized in terms of its subject matter and content. A 
number was assigned to each comment, and a code was assigned to each different comment topic. All 
verbal comments obtained during public hearings were represented either by a letter or an electronic mail 
document. Similar comments were given the same code number and considered together. 


After each document was coded, a series of steps were taken to determine whether the individual 
comment was substantive or nonsubstantive, according to the criteria set forth in the Council on 
Environmental Quality regulations (40 CRF 1500). Substantive comments are those that raise an issue 
regarding law or regulation, agency procedure or performance, compliance with stated objectives, validity 
of impact analyses, or other matters of practical or procedural importance. Nonsubstantive comments are 
those that offer opinions or provide information not directly related to issues or impact analyses. 
Nonsubstantive comments were acknowledged and considered, yet they did not need a response. 
Substantive comments were provided with a response. Altogether the comments included 355 issues that 
were considered substantive. 


The purpose of reading, coding, and analyzing the contents of the comment letters was to assist the 
National Park Service in determining if the substantive issues raised by the public warranted further 
modifications and study of alternatives, issues, and impacts. With the information provided through the 
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review process, the agencies reconsidered the draft proposed action and developed a modified proposed 
action, as described in volume 1. 


ORGANIZATION OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


This volume contains a summary of the substantive comments received on the Draft GMP/EIS and the 
National Park Service’s responses to those comments. Agencies comments, with related responses, are 
shown first followed by public comments and responses. 


Agency comments were taken from the specific letters each agency sent that directly responded to the 
Draft GMP/EIS. All substantive transcript comments from county public hearings are included under the 
public comment and response section of this volume. 


The comment and response section is followed by reprinted copies of the different comment letters. Due 
to the length of attachments to letters (for example, the transcripts from the Koochiching and Saint Louis 
Counties public hearings), those transcripts are not reprinted but are available at park headquarters for 
review. 
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Interpretation —Programs and Publications, 1B; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Number of Sites, 2B, 2E; 
Site Development, 11; Use of Undeveloped Sites, 4A; 
Planning Process—Relationship to Other Plans, 4B; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1G, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1B 


International Voyageurs Snowmobile Club: Park 


Legislation—Legislative Intent—1E, 1D; 
Snowmobiles—Access—/G, 1E 


Izaak Walton League: Environmental Impact Statement— 


Challenges to Statements, 1H; Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1E, 1D; Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 
2D; Mediation—Mediation, 1A; No-Wake Areas— 
Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; Park Legislation—NPS 
System, 2A 


Kabetogama Lake Association: Access—/niegrated Use, 


2G; Special Use Zone, 3C, 3A; Boats on Interior 
Lakes—Fees and Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor 
Services—Visitor Services, 2C; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1E; Houseboats—Commercial 
Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; 
Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 3C; Site 
Development, 10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; Overnight 
Permits/Fees/ Reservations—Reservation System for 
Overnight Use, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Kec’s Kove: Access-——/ntegrated Use, 2G; Special Use Zone, 


3C, 3A; Boats on Interior Lakes—Fees and Boats, 1A; 
Concessions and Visitor Services— Visitor Services, 2C; 
Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, /E; Houseboats— 
Commercial Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A; Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 


1E; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 
3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; 
Overnight Permits/Fees/Reservations —Reservation 
System for Overnight Use, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Lakeview Resort: Access—Integrated Use, 2G; Special Use 
Zone, 3C, 3A; Boats on Interior Lakes—Fees and Boats, 
1A; Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor Services, 
2C; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1E; Houseboats— 
Commercial Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A; Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 
1E; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 
3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; 
Overnighi Permits/Fees/ Reservations—Reservation 
System for Overnight Use, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Mississippi Headwaters Audubon Society: Access— 
Integrated Use, 2F 


Montgomery County Student Environmental Activists: 
(see Wyeth, Nathan, under “Individuals”) 


Nations! Parks Conservation Association, Heartland: 
Access—lIntegrated Use, 2M, 2L, 2K; Overnight and 
Day Use Sites—Site Development, 1S; Park 
Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A; NPS System, 2A, 
2C; Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Planning Process— 
General Management Plan, SA, 5B; Mission Goals, 3B; 
Relationship to Other Plans, 4C, 42; Research and 
Data—Z/Inadequate Research, 1F; Snowmobiles—Access, 
1C; Wilderness— Wilderness Issues, 1D, 1E 


North Star Resort: Access—Integrated Use, 2G; Special Use 
Zone, 3A, 3C; Boats on Interior Lakes—Fees and Boats, 
1A; Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor Services, 
2C; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1E; Houseboats— 
Commercial Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A; Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 
1E; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 
3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; 
Overnight Permits/Fees/ Reservations—Reservation 
System for Overnight Use, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Northeastern Minnesotans for Wilderness: (see Rhodes, 
Will, under “Individuals”) 


Northwest Ecosystem Alliance: (see Spencer, Lorelle, under 
“Individuals”) 


Orr Area Chamber of Commerce 


Park Point Resort: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2G; Special 
Use Zone, 3C, 3A; Boats on Interior Lakes—Fees and 
Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor 
Services, 2C; Fisheries—Management, 1D; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, /E; Houseboats—-Commercial 
Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; 
Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 3C; Site 
Development, 10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; Overnight 
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Permits/ Fees/ Reservations—Reservation System for 
Overnight Use, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Pine Aire Resort: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2G; Special Use 
Zone, 3A, 3C; Boats on Interior Lakes—Fees and Boats, 
1A; Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor Services, 
2C; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 E; Houseboats — 
Commercial Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A; Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 
1E; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 
3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; 
System for Overnight Use, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Pine Ridge Gift Shop: Access—-'ntegrated Use, 2G; 
Access—Special Use Zone, 3C. 3A; Boats on Interior 
Lakes —Fees and Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor 
Services—Visitor Services, 2C; Floatplanes/Seaplanes 
— Access, 1E; Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 
2C; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; Methodologies 
—Flawed Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake Areas— 
Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day Use 
Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 3C; Site Development, 
10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; Overnight Permits/Fees/ 
Reservations—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 
1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Pine Tree Cove Resort: Access—Integrated Use, 2G; 
Special Use Zone, 3C, 3A; Boats on Interior Lakes— 
Fees and Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor Services— 
Visitor Services, 2C; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1E; Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 2C; 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; Methodologies— 
Flawed Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake Areas—Support 
No-Wake Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day 
Use, 6C; Party Size, 3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor 
Destinations, 7C; Overnight Permits/Fees/ 
Reservations—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 
IF; Trails—7rails, 1A 

Rendezvous Yacht Club: Access—Z/nitegrated Use, 2C; 
Entry and User Fees—/mplementing Entry and User 
Fees, 1A; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Use of Unde- 
veloped Sites, 4A; Overnight Permits/Fees/Reserva- 
tions—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 1A 


Rocky Point Resort: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2G; Special 
Use Zone, 3C, 3A; Boats on Interior Lakes—Fees and 
Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor 
Services, 2C; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1E; 
Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1A; Methodologies—Flawed 
Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake Areas—Support No- Wake 
Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; 
Party Size, 3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor 
Destinations, 7C; Overnight Permits/Fees/ 
Reservations—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 
1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Seaplane Pilots Association: Access—Park Access, 1D 


Sierra Club, North Star Chapter: Concessions and Visitor 
Services— Visitor Services, 2B; Fioatplanes/ 


Seaplanes—Access, 1J, 1M, 1N, 1D, 1F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Natural Resources— 
Management, 1E; No-Wake Areas—Support No- Wake 
Areas, 1B, 1A, Park Legislation—Legislative Intent; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B, 1A; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Tomahawk Resort: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2G; Special 
Use Zone, 3A, 3C; Boats on Interior Lakes—Fees and 
Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor 
Services, 2C; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1E; 
Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 2C; Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1A; Methodologies—Flawed 
Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake 
Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; 
Party Size, 3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor 
Destinations, 7C; Overnight Permits/Fees/Reservations 
—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 1F ; Trails— 
Trails, 1A 


Voyagaire Houseboats: Houseboats—Commercial 
Houseboats, 2D 


Voyageur Country Houseboat Operators Association: 
Access—Integrated Use, 2A; Fisheries—Management, 
1A; Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 2F, 2D; 
Graywater, 6F, 6D; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake 
Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Number of 
Sites, 2C; Party Size, 3A; Site Development, 1D; Use of 
Undeveloped Sites, 4A; Overnight Permits/Fees/Reserva- 
tions—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 1A, 1D; 
Trails—Trails, 1B 


Voyageurs Adventures: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2G; 
Special Use Zone, 3A, 3C; Boats on Interior Lakes— 
Fees and Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor Services— 
Visitor Services, 2C; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1E; Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 2C; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; 
Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Day Use, 6C; Party Size, 3C; Site 
Development, 10; Visitor Destinations, 7C; Overnight 
Permits/ Fees/Reservations—Reservation System for 
Overnight Use, 1F; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Voyageurs Country Houseboat Operators Association, 
represented by Butts, Sandberg & Schneider, LLP, 
attorneys 


Voyageurs National Park Visitors Association: 
Appendixes—Glossary, 1B; Environmental Impact 
Statement—Challenges to Statements, 1M, 1J, 11, IL, 
1K; Houseboats—Graywater, 6B, 6A; Houseboat 
Definition, 5A; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1Q, 1Y, 
1A, 1D; Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 1C; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Number of Sites, 2B; 
Party Size, 3A; Site Development, 1B; Use of 
Undeveloped Sites, 4F, 4G; Park Legislation— 
Legislative Intent, 1F; Planning Process—Meetings, 1A; 
Relationship to Other Plans, 4B; Research and Data— 
Visitation Numbers, 21, 2A, 2G, 2H, 2B 


Voyageurs Region National Park Association: Concessions 
and Visitor Services—Visitor Services, 2B; 
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Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1M, 1D, 1J; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access; Trails—Trails 


Wilderness Society: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 1F; Hous~boats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; interior Lakes— 
Interior Lakes, 1A; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake 
Areas; «ey nl emeteaaaaal 
Snowmobiles—Access, | 


Watson’s Harmony Beach: Access—Integrated Use, 2G; 
Special Use Zone, 3C, 3A; Boats on Interior Lakes— 
Fees and Boats, 1A; Concessions and Visitor Services— 


Houseboat Limits and Permits, !A; Methodologies— 
Flawed Methodologies, 1E; No-Wake Areas—Support 
No-Wake Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day 
Use, 6C; Party Size, 3C; Site Development, 10; Visitor 
Destinations, 7C; Overnight Permits/Fees/ 
Reservations—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 
JF; Trails—-Trails, 1A 


INDIVIDUALS 


Aaker, June L.: ccess, IJ; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS system 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Aanestad, Arden: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Aaron, Karen L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Abell, Robin A.: Access—Integrated Use,2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Accola, Molly: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Adair, Beth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Adam, Tim: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Adams, Brad: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 


Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Adams, Bruce A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Adamski, Ardene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Adamski, Robert E. Jr.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Addicott, James T.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Aderhold, Steven: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Aeppili, Alfred and Dorothee: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J, Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Ahistrom, Donald: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Albers, Timothy J.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H, 
Park Operations——Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Albin, Loretta: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Albrecht, Christopher P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J, Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A, Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access 


Alexander, Paul: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1D, 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H: 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Alger, Kenneth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Environmenial 
Impact, 2A 


Ali Sr., Syed Ghazanfar: Access—Integrated Use, 2D, 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F, Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Allen, Joe J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overmgnhi 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
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Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Allen, Scott: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Allensworth, Stephanie: Floa.,lanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships-— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Alper, Gregory B.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Amand, Kathleen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Andelin, Clark J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Allan C.: Access--Special Use Zone, 3A; 
Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor Services, 2D, 
Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1J; Visitor 
Experience, 3D, Houseboats —Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A, Interpretation—Programs und 
Publications, No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake 
Areas, 1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Site 
Development, 1E, Planning Process—Relationship to 
Other Plans, 4B, Research and Data— Visitation 
Numbers, 2B 


Anderson, Caroline and Wm.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J, Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Anderson, Charies M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Dale R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A 


Anderson, Dan: Planning Process—Relationship to Other 
Plans, 4B 


Anderson, Diana: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisi.tion—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Andersoa, Don L.: anes—Access, 1J; 
Overnighi and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Dorothy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites-—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Douglas P.: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 


Anderson, Elwood: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Evan L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Anderson, Gary: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Anderson, Gilbert G.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 
No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, Trails—Trails 


Anderson, Gloria-Jeanne: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Anderson, Hariand W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Ila A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Judith A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Kathleen M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Maggie and Hal: Floatplanes/Seaplanes-—Access, 
1J, Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Mary Boyle: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1H 


Anderson, Nancy J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—wNPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Anderson, Ray and Ruth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
iJ; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Robert A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Ruth: Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A 
Anderson, T.A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2F 


Anderson, Theresa R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmodbiles—Access, 1C 


Anderson, Thomas: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2F 


Andreasen, David R.: Overnight and Day Use Sites—Fires 
and Firewood, 5B; Party Size, 3D 


Andres, Tracy: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Andrews, James R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Aniello, Pete: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W. 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Annis, Eleanor A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Antobenedetto, Marie J.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B, 1F;, Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and 


Equipmeni, 1A 


Antos, John H.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Arcurio, Melissa: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Arndorfer, Sharon 

Arnold, Brad: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Arnold, Lynn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System. 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Atcherson, Olivia: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Atkinson, Christopher: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 18; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Atwater, Pat: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Auger, Ted: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Augustinos, Demetrie L.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F;, Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H, Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Awtrey, David C.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limiis and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ayers, Stephani L.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Babolik, Mary M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bachelder, Thomas E.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F;, Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Baden, Dave: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J, Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Badovinac, Nancy R.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B, Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Baehr, Matthew M.: Access—/niegraied Use, 2D; Spe: 

Use Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, | 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, / Hi 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Baeker, Marilyn M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 

Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
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Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships—— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bagley, Emil J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bahma, John : Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1S, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bail, Joseph K.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 


Bajor, Dr. George F.: Access—Iniegrated Use 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Bajwa, Neil S.: Access—ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF, 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bales, Maria: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Balfrey-Boyd, Brevin W.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/ 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W, 1H, Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Ball, Daniel H.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Balling, Frank H.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Banks, Carol L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Barbee, Chris: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Barbosa, Joe: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation-——_NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bardell, Tim: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bare, Thomas M.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Bariosa, J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A 


Barnard, Bruce: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, | W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, /A 

Barnett, Mark: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Barr, Gretchen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Barton, M. L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1, 


Bartos, Jim: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D, Special Use Zone, 
3B, Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bates, Roberet K.: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Acces:, 1B; 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; 1W; 
Park Operations——Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bauer, Antone: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Bauer, Nancy L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bauman, Kenneth: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bauman, Kevin K.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 


Use Zone, 3B, Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J, 1B, 
1F,, Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 
1W, Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park 


Access, IC 


Bauman, Robert: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bauman, Ruby P.: Snowmobiles—Access, 1B; Trails— 
Trails, 1A 


Bazzell, D.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Beaumont, Barbara: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee yt el a ee 7A; 


Becker, Andrew: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 


Beer, Alan D.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B, Ficatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W, 
Park Operations—Facilites and Equipment, 1A 

Beissel, Don L.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
ee ee 7A; 


Belair, Cheryl: ss, 1S, 


Bell, Leste R.: Floatpla: es/Seaplanes—Access, We 


Bell, Noelle: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /D, No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A, Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1B; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Bellehumeur, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /D, 
No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B, 1A 


Belleman, Ann B.: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Cultural 
Resources—Management, 1G, Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1D; Houseboats—Graywater, 6C, Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1H, Overnight and Day Use Sites— 
Fires and Firewood, SA, Use of Undeveloped Sites, 4D, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A, 
Snowmobiles—<Access, 1B; Wilderness— Wilderness 
Issues, 1A 


Bender, Chris C.: Access—=Jniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF, 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bender, Mark E.: Access—integrated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats— Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bendle, Daniel: Access—integrated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bendzick, Delphine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bennett, Curtis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Benson, Charies: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visisor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bentley, Don and Linda: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D, 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Benton, Clayton J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Beran, Michael J.: Access—Iiniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Berdes, George R. 


Berg, William: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legistation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Bergman, Brenda: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Park 
Legislation—Legisiative Intent, 1A 


Berigan, William J.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Pernviis, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Berninger, Beth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bessonette, Michael: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partaerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access 1C 


Betz, Faith Patterson: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Betz, Mark: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bevis, Shannon R.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone—3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bianchi, Nicholas S.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Biehl, Mark A.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bieleck, Deborah: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Bier, Cheliney: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H: 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Biersach, Herbert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Biscay, Robert: ss, 1; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Parinerships— 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, /C 


Bissell, Beryl: Floatplanes’Seaplanes—aAccess, 1D, 1J, No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; Overnight 


and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships — 
Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles—Access, 1C, 1A 


Bjorum, Richard: Access—Zniegrated Use, 2E. 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; 
System for Dversight Use, 1B 


Blair, Robert S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—aAccess, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—F acilities ard Equipment, 1A 

Blair, Theresa E.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B, Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Fact/ines and Equipment, 1A 


Blake, Donald W.: Floxiplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parterships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Blanchard, Nancy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Bleakney, Amy B.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 21), Svecial 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 


Bleyle, Derek J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


er a we — 


Block, R. M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, !J; Overr.ight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnershirs— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Blubeum, Susan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Blue, Brent: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Blum, Bruce L: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1J; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Overnight and 
Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Blum, Daniel: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2’ , Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Blurne, Delmont * Elaine: Houseboats—Houseboat Limi‘s 
and Permits, 1E, 1G, 1A 


Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A, 1Q 


Boden, Chariotte: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—wNPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bogard, Connie & Steve: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
IJ; ‘Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 


Access, 1B, 1C; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Boorman, Benjamin G.: Access—I/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Boorman, John: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Boretz, Adam F.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; —Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations —Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bork, George: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Panmnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Borovansky, Jenna S.: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Botthoj, C. L. 


Botto, Robert B.: Access— integrated Use, 2D; —Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Boulanger, Catherine 

Bourdon, George & Thrine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Ac- 
cess, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Desti- 


nations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Part- 
ntte-Sumacin, i Snowmobiies—Access, 1C 


Bouvette, Nancy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bowker, Jerry: Park Legisla.ion—Legislative Intent, 1A 


Bowman, Anny: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, J; 
ee es 7A; 
Park Legislation—WPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Boyce, Karin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Boyce, Sandra: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Boyer, Elizabeth T.: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A; Planning Process—Process and Plan, 21; 
Relationship to Other Plans, 4B 


Bradbury, Arthur: Access—initegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, !H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bradley, Arthur D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bradshaw, Michael: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Brady, Jason M.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Brazil, Dan: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1K; Snowmobiles, /C 


Breczinski, Rachel: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bredeson, Craig: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bredlow, Chris: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Brekken, Wanda: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislaiion—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Brennan, N. A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Breseman, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Paztnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Breton, Steven R.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 


ee 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
Bribitzer-Stull, Matthew P.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D 
Use Zone—Special, 3B; Floatpianes/ Seaplanes— 
Access, 1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and 
Equipment, 1A 
Briest, Jen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F 


Briner, Mary Lou: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bristol, Brian P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A; /1 

Bristol, James H.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, /A, // 


Bronson, Valerie K.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Broska, James: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W: 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Brower, Francis X.: Floaiplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 

Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Brown, Douglas: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 

Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Brown, Gary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Si‘es—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Brown, Jacquelyn R.: Ficatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Brown, Mark A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Brown, Michael: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Brown, Renee M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Brown, Richard and Vera: 
1G, 1D, 1B; \nterior Lakes—interior Lakes, 1A; 
Wilderness— Wilderness Issues 


Brown, Steve: Floatplanes/Seap!anes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Brown, Terry: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 21; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | D; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Broz, Dr. John S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bruce, Donald: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Bruke, Richard J.: Access—/nte grated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Brunson, Kory T.: Access—Park Access, 1D 


Bruthfus, Lorraine: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 


Bryant, Tamera: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, iF; 
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Houseboats—houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 

Park Operations—-Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Brynstad, Dennis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— Access, | J; 

Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Bubela, Lou: Access—iniegraied Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Buchanan, John L: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations —Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Buck, Roy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—-Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Parinerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Buehler, Milo: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Buhler, Melissa K.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Bulatek, Kevin & Colleen: Access—Integrated Use, 2D, 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Buono, Frank: Cultural Resources—Managemeni, !C, 1B, 
1E, 1D; Wilderness— Wilderness Issues, 1C 


Burchard, Robert P.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; — 


Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1, 1D; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; 
Snowmobdiles—Access, 1C 


Burdick, Cadene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 24; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Burek, Karey J.: Access—Zntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Burk, Sarah: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Burke, Sean: Access—=integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Burkhart, David: Access—integraied Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; 


Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Ac-ess, 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, IW, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Burkley, Michael P.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Burman, Joshua: F oatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Burmeister, Rev. Clyde and Pat: Floatplanes/Seapp--s— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 


Durus, D. K.: Flomplanee/Seaplance—Access, 1J; Overnight 


Burns, Dr. Terry Burns: Access—ZIniegrited Use, 2D; 
Specia! Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipmeni, 1A 


Burns, Stephen A.: Access—=/niegrated Use, 2D; Speci :i 
Use Zone, 33; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Bursell, Ben: Access —Integrave? Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seap! aies—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Buss, Jason A.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Buttler, Alan: Houseboats—Graywater, 6B; Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1G, 1A, 1Q; Methodologies— 
Flawed Methodologies, 1A, 1D, 1C; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Party Size, 3A; Site Development, 1G, 1H; 
Use of Undeveloped Sites, 4A; Overnight Permits/ 


Byrd, Bobby M.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


1S 





Carter |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Caccia Sr., David A.: Access—=integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; iF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Cafaro, Philip: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1H; Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Cahall, Richard: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Calllier, Laura E.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Camp, Edwin F. Jr.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—<Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Purk Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Campbell, Kelle-Anne J.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplancs/ 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Canfield, Kerry S.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Speciai 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Stephen: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special 

Use Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Capra, Stephen: Access—=/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipmeri, 1A 
Carew, Terry 
Cargman, Jered: Access-—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W- 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Carteton, Rachel M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Cartson, Dave: Park Legisiation—Legislative Intent, 1A 
Carison, Doug: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 
Cartson, Dwayne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Carison, Leonard: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H: Saowusbiles— 
Acces:, IC 


Carison, William A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnigit and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—wNPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, iB; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Carney, Diane: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Carpenter, Lisa A.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Carr, Jim & Jan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1 C 

Carrick, Bess B.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations— Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Carrier, Robert E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Ovemigh and Day Use Shee—Vishor Destinations, 7A; 


Carroll, Carrie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
nay ay em ag 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Carron, Reid & Becky Rom: Access—Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; 
Interior Lakes—Jnterior Lakes, 1A; No-Wake Areas— 
Support No-Wake Areas; Park Operations—F acilities 
and Equipment; Snowmobiles—Access, 1 C 


Cascio, Bary Cs Access—tnsegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


1A, Natural Resources—Managemeni, 
Areas—Support No- Wake Areas, 1A; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Site Development, 1H; Park Legislation— 
Legislative Intent, 1B, 1A; Planning Process—Mission 
Goals, 3A; Wilderness— Wilderness Issues 1B 
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Caterson, Demee: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permuts, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilines anc Equipment, 1A 

Ceuble, Cynthia A.: Floatplanes’Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 

——— 


Zone, 3B: F IF. 1B; 


Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 


Use Zone, 3B: 1B, IF: 


Chambiey, Jackie S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Chamerda, Robert S.: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special 


Child, Nancy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legisiation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Chevan, Joe: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Christensen, Kenneth A.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Flioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 


IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, iW; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Christensen, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Ove->ight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Parrnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Christenson, Mark: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight snd Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Christiansen, Jo Elen: Flouplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 


Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes. Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits. 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Christman, Julie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Church, Jack: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Church, Joanne J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 


Ciggiano, Jenna L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houscboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H; 
Park Operauions—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Cinquemani, Dorothy K. Ph.D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visi or 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation-—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships— Partnerships, 1B; Snowmotiles— 
Access, IC 


Citizens Task Force On Alternatives For VNP: Costs— 
Budget, 1A; Entry and User Fees—/mplementing Entry 
and User Fees, 1A; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A; Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1C; 
Planning Process—Process and Plan, 2); Relationship 
to Other Plans, 4B 


Clapper-Rentz, Leslie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Accets, | J; 
Se NY 0 Sy SR 7A; 


Clark, Ken P.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; , IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W. 1H; 


Park Operations—F acilities and Equip ment, 1A 


Clark, Liz: Access—integrated Use, 2F ; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Cultural Resources—Managemeni, !1, /H; 
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Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Acces:, 1 F, 1D; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; interior Lakes— 
Interior Lakes, 1B; No-Wake Areas—Support No- Wake 
Areas, 1A; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day-use, 6A; 
Fires and Firewood, SA; Overnight and Day Use Sites— 
ee Visitor Destinations, 7A: 

a IA; 
Snowmotiles—Access, !C 


Clark, William J. Jr.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 
Park Operanons—Facilines and Equipment, |A 

Ciarke, Elizabeth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 

2A, Partnerships— 


Clausen, Elizabeth: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, IJ; 


Cleary, Jeanette: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 


Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
1B, IF, Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Clinton, Jack: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H 


Ciintoa, Marilyn: Floatpianes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 


Cletworthy, Shawn: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipmeni, 1A 


Cloud, Carel: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Clusin, Cliff A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F ; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H: 


Park Operations—F acilines and Equipment, | A 


Coates, William J.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Cechran, George N. 


Cedy, Edwin F.: Floaplanes/Scaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Coben, Phyllis: Fksplanes/Seaplanes—Access, J: 


Coker, Jonathon: Access—inieg rated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operanons—Facilines and Equupment, 1A 


Celdren, Cade L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboa: Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operanons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Cole, Dale: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J. Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Coles, Robert: Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Collier-Macneil, Ellen A.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overmgit and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Collinge, Peter: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboai Limits and Permits, /H, |W. 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Colton, Seth M.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Housebdoats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W. 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Combs, Byron F.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H: 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Cone, Frances M.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W. 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Conen, Phylis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, /C 


Conklin, Janice: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /D, IF, 
No- Wake Arcas—Support No-Wake Areas, /A 


Conley, Sean L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Conner, Gary J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Cook, Elsie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinanons, 7A; Park 


Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, IA; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1A; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Cook, Wm.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnignt 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Coole, Greg: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Copeland, Shelly and Mark: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Corriere, Caryn L.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; ccess. 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Counterman, Jesse: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Covel, Allan M.: Planning Process—Relationship to Other 
Plans, 4B 


Cox, Chadwick: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Cox, Chris M.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Cox, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F; 


Coyne, Kristian R.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Crackel, Dan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Craig, Christopher P.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—-Houseboat Limits and Permits, iH, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Craig, Gary P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Craig, William C.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Cram, Dr. and Mrs. Barclay M.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 
2D; Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes— 
Access, 1F, 1B; Houseboats—-Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and 
Equipment, 1A 

Crane, M.C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Crawford, Christine M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Parinerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Crawmer, Mary: anes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partner hips— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, /C 


Crenshaw, Charies L.: Access—I/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Croll, Phillip M.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Cronin, David J.: Access—Park Access, 1D; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Definition, 5A; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1E, 1A 


Crosby, Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Crosley, William A.: Houseboats—Graywater, 6A; 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1B 


Crouch, David W.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Crowder, Jason G.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Fiacilities and Equipment, 1A 

Cruz, Elizabeth S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Culshaw, Katie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Cupkie, L. F.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Curran, Kathy: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Curtin, Patty & Dan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Curtis, Richard L.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, IA 


Curtis, William J.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Cusick, Russell V.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Daggett, Mrs. Donald E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dahl, Marilyn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dahil, Rick: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A, 
1Q; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Site Development, 
1K, 1N; Research and Dats —Inadequate Research, 1D 


Dahm, Joseph: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dammermann, Arnie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Daniels, Shelly L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Danley, Dorothy Ann: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dannen, Darielle J.: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Dannenbring, Cheryl: Wilderness— Wilderness Issues, 1A 


Dantz, Harold D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Davidson, Keith W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Davis, Catherine: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Davis, Deborah: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Ac~**s, 1C 


Davis, Shirley S.: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Davisson, Allan: Access—Special Use Zone, 3A; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1E, 1D; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B 


Daviantes, Nancy A.: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1J, 
1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


De Groot, Kevin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


De Marais, Cassandra A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
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7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; —— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, | 


De Tour, Darrell: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Deal, Vernon K.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Dean, Betty F.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
ee 7A; 

Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dean, David: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Deane, Alan C.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Deans, Lt Col Kenneth V: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 


Decoster, Anne: Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A 


Dee, Patricia J.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Defrance, William D.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Degler, Gustav H. Jr.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Deinard, Amos: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Delano, Steve: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A; 
Environmental Impact, 2A 


Delapp, Steven C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1A; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Delazzer, David: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Deleeuw, Jennifer L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Deizell, Garrick C.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Demarrais, Judith B.: Cultural Resources—Managemenit, 
1A; Houseboats—Graywater, 6C; Natural Resources— 
Management, 1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites— 
Number of Sites, 2F; Site Development, 1P; Visitor 
Centers—Crane Lake Visitor Center, 1A 


Demartino, Ralph: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Demitria, Gwen C.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Denecke, Tom L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dengerud, Delores: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Denison, Lou A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Derrick, Marge 


Desnoyers, Chris: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dessin, Ron: Houseboats—Graywater, 6B; Houseboat Limits 
and Permits, 1A, 1C 


Deutsch, Dan G.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Dietz, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dilabio, Gena: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Dill, David: Access—Special Use Zone, 3A; 
Flioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J, 1A; Visitor 
Experience, 3B, 3A, 3D, 3C; interpretation—Programs 
and Publications, 1A; Overnight and Day Use Sites— 
Site Development, 1E 


Dillon, Doris: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations. 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships — 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiies—Access, 1C 


Dimmen, Jackie: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmwbiles—Access, 1C 


Dippel, Virginia: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Dissell, Marc: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F 


Ditrich, Colleen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dittmar, Russ: Access—Zintegrated Usz, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ditzman, Timothy D.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Dix, Peter K.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Dixon, Marlin B.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B, 1J; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dockendorf, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dodge, Diane: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dodson, Lynn: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F; 


Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Doehlent, David: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Donatell, Robert C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Donegan, Lois M.: Access—ZIntegrated Us, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Donnelly, Brian: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Doring, Bruce R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dern, Jason M.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Housedoat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Dornblaser, Mark: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dornfeld, Debra Lee: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1K, 1F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Dougherty, Bill and June: Houseboats—Commercial 
Houseboats, 2F; Graywater, 6A; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A, 1D; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Nummber 
of Sites, 2C 


Douglas, D. Ann: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Douville, Richard and Susie: Houseboats—Graywater, 6D; 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1C, 1E, 1D, 1H, 1A 


Dovenberg, Jean Marie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1H 


Doyle, Steve: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Draheim, Georgene E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Drake, Michael: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D;—Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboa: Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Drawhorn, Ricky: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Dreher, Reger H.: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 


Dreiling, Anjenette: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ! J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Drew, Parker: Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A 


Dries, Barbara H.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Drinkwater, Matthew: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Dudde, Amanda M.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Duffy, Clem: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Dugas, Leo: Access—Park Access, 1D; Fire Management— 
Prescribed Fires, 1B; Natural 


Dumas, Jeannette: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Dunbar Ortman, Debbie: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Duncan-Mccarty, Shiree: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Dunn, Michael E.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Dunnigan, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Durgin, Chad: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Dyer, Daniel R.: Access—dutegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


E’Connell, Dorothy E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Eastman, Aubrey L.: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Eastman, Nora: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ebeling, Paul: Houseboats—Economic Impacts of 
Houseboats, 4A; Graywater, 6B; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1D, 1A, 1B; Methodologies—Flawed 
Methodologies, 1B 


Ebeling, Peter: Houseboats—Economic Impacts of 
Houseboats, 4A; Graywater, 6B; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1D, 1A, 1B; Methodologies—Flawed 
Methodologies, 1B 


Ebeling, Tom & Toni: Houseboats—Economic Impacts of 
Houseboats, 4A; Graywater, 6B; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A, 1B, 1D; Methodologies—Flawed 
Methodologies, 1B 


Ebensperger, Sandee: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Eckert, Scott: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—.Youseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Eckman, Matthew: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Economou, Constantina: Access— integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J, 1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 


Edblom, Merie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Edmonds, Victor 


Edmondson, Sandy K.: Access—2/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Edwards, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Egbert, Rachael L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Eggen, Fran Ollie: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1H; Interior Lakes—Znterior Lakes, 1C; 

rams and Publications, 1D; No- 


Interpretation—Prog 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Fires and Firewood, SA 


Eide, Cory: Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, IC: 
Planning Process—Relationship to Other Plans, 4B 


Eide, Donald B.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A; 
Environmental Impact, 2A 


Einwalter, Dean 


Elienberger, David J.: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ellis, Rudolph: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Elisworth, Brian: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Elisworth, Kenneth: Access—Park Access, 1D; Special Use 
Zone, 3A; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 
1A; Personal Watercrafi—Ruling, 1A; Planning 
Process—Relationship to Other Plans, 4B 


Elisworth, Kevin J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J, 1F, 


1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 
1W; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Opera- 
tions—Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ellyson, G. J.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D;Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Elmer, Sarah: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Elton, Wallace M.: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Embry, Judith: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Emery, Dora L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Emery, K.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Emster, D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Parwerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Engebretson, Donald E.: Park Operations—Facilities and 
Equipment, 1A 

Engelke, Susan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 


English, Robert E.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Eahelder, Brianne: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Enquist, Janet: Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS Sysiem, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Epp, Henry D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


we a —— 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—<Access, IF, 1B; 


Erhard, Beverty: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee Seeman Bs 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
Erickson, Carolyn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee ee 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
Erickson, Norman: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Erickson, Susan M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Ericson, Mike and Roni: Access—Zniegrated Use, 2B; 
Houseboats—Graywater, 


6F; Houseboat Definition, 5A; 


Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1Q, 1A, 1N, 1M, 1G; 
Visitor Experience, 7C; Overnight and Day Use Sites— 
Day-use, 6B, 6A; Fires and Firewood, 5A; Use of 
Undeveloped Sues, 4B, 4A; Research and Data— 
Visitation Numbers, 2D 


Ericsson, Dwight: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobdiles—Access, 1A; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Eriandson, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sitee—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


1D; No- 


Eschweiler, (seneva S.: Floaiplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Espinosa, Mario: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Filoatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Estrand- Acevedo: ss, 1d; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Faber, Sages E.: Access—dntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Faehner, Bryan M.: Access—iniegraied Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Fairbanks, Martys: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Swowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fallander, Susan R.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Fargione, Joseph: Floa:planes/Seaplanes—Access, !D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No- Wake Areas, !A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B, 1A; Trails—Trails 


Farmer, Pauline L.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Farnham, James W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
ee a — 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Parvell, Courtaay A.: Access—Sntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Farrell, Patrick J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 


Feig, Denise: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Feind, Shelley: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—-Access, 1C 


Fellows, Jeff: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; ss, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fenner, Chris L.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fenske, Andrea: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fenton, S.W. and E_S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ferber, Don: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ferber, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ferrario, Irene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1H 


Ferry, Delois: ss, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fette, Mrs. Evelyn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Field, Brent: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fields, Scott: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Fields-Cox, James T.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F; 
Floatr!anc:/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operations— -Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Fieleke, Mike: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Fiero, Tom: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fieseler, Phillip: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Finarelli, Matthew B.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W. 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fink, Bob: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fink, Brian D.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Finlay, Catherine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Firl, Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Firling, Martha R.: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Firman, Scott: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, IA; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Fischer, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


Fish, Chas. Russell: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fish, Marjorie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fisher, J.: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H 


Fisher, Steve and Amy Jo: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits 
and Permits, 1A 


Fitterer, Robert L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fitzgibbon, Michael B.: Access—I/ntegrated Use, 2D; — 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fleener, Judy: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fleming, Russell and Lisa: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
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7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Filan, Brien L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Florio, Dawn M.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—aAccess, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Flowers, Bobbie D.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1 J, 
1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 
1H; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Opera- 
tions—Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Folkerts, Brian: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Follmuth, Marion A.: Floatplanes/Seaplancs—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Fong, Alison L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Fontenot, Donald W.: Access— integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Forbes, Bruce (1): Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Gvemieha and Day Uso Steso—Vieder Destinations 7A; 
Park Legislation——NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ford, Kevin J. Sr.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fwatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—/acilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fortiti, Deanna: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Forneris, Ms. E. L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Forrest, Karyn: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, iF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—-Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Forsythe, Edward M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Fowler, Beverly A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Fraizmeier, Martin D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 


Francis, Gene and Pat: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Francis, Susan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Franzen, Gary: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1K, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat 


Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
Frautschy, Henry G.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Freese, Lisanne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
re 7A; 


Freshwater, Judy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Freund, Timothy P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Frey, Shawn and Luanna: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1J, 1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Friberg, Richard F.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ] J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Fried, Charies: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee ee Sean 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Friel, Bernard P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Fritz, Richard G.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Frome, Michael: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ] F, 1D; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A 


Frost, Kit: Access—initegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—aAccess, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fry, Lindsey: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Frye, Stephen James: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Fuller, Doun: Overnight Permits/Fees/Reservations— 
Reservation System for Overnight Use, 1C 


Fultz, Christine L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Funk, Cari: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Furey, Kevin T.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—-Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Gallant, Esther: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Galle, Michael: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Galt, Margot: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Gamble, Carol: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Hor seboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operation’—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Zone, 3B; 1F, 1B; 


Gaterud, Cindi: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—-Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Geib, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Gengo, Julie A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Filoatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gentry, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, Ic 


Gersich, John: , 6C; Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1S, 1V, 1G, 1H, 1Q, 1B, 1D; Visitor 


Experience, 7A; Planning Process—Meetings, 1A 


Gerstan, Susan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
rn 7A; 


Gerth, Stanley: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 


Gibbs, George and Dorothy: Access—Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ] F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC, 1A 


Gibson, Aaron W.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
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Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Giese, Mark M.: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 


Gilbertson, Mrs. Milton: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Giles, Dave: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Housebdoats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gillett, Mary C.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 

Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gillette, Roger: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
a 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Glende, Nancy H.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gleor, Semen: Access—tnsegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


19; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Party Size, 3A: Site 
Development, 1A; Use of Undeveloped Sites, 4A 


Goff, Bruce: Snowmobiles—Access, 1B, 1A 


Goggin, Richard A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Goldberg, Dave: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, |/ 


Goldsmith, Ken: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Geonazsiez, Ruth D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Goodwin, Steve: Wilderness— Wilderness Issues, 1A 


Gerdon, Joy Leslie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ae eee 7A; 


Goring, Chris J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Gessman, Joyce M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Geswick, Jeff: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gould, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee mY ay nem 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Grace, Raymond M.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplancs—Access, 1 J, 1B, 
1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 
1H; Overnight and Day Use Sitss—Vistor Destinations, 


Graf, Martine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 


Grant, Brad C.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Grant, David 

Graves, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No- 


Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, /B; Trails—Trails, JA 


Gray, Benjamin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /H; 
Snowmobiles, /C 


Gray, Donald: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Gray, Karen B.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Permits, 1H 

Green, William E.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 
Park Operations—-Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gregg, Chester W.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gregg, Wendy L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operatons—Facilities and Equipmeni, 1A 

Gregoire, Julie: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Griffin, Alex 


Grimes, Dr. Anna L.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

2E; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Use of Undeveloped 

Sites, 4E; Parking—Parking, 1A 


Groom, Ralph W. Jr.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Groschen, Robert P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Gross, Karen Sue: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Grover, David: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Grubbs, Sharon L.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 


Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W: 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Gebeim, Kurt: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— Environmental 
Impact, 2A 


Gudmundson, David L.: Access—-iniegrated Use, 2D: 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
1B, 1F; Housebdoats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Gunnerson, Debra: Planning Process—Relanonship to 
Other Pians, 4B 


Gustad, Paul A. 
Gustafson, Amy J. R. 


Gestafson, Duane E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | D, 
1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H 


Guthameier, Dennis: Monplance/Sesplanse—Access, 13; 


Haack, Ron and Wanda: Houseboats—Graywater, 6B, 6F ; 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1E, 1A; Overnight 


Hacker, Carolyn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Hacker, Scott C.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations-—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Haddick, Diane: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Haemig, Mary Jane: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Haines, Joseph A.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships-— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Halla, Craig: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1U; Planning Process—Process and Plan, 2H; Research 
and Data—/nadequate Research, 1E; Snowmobiles— 


Access 
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Hamann, Stan: Housebdoats—Economuic Impacts of 
Houseboats, 4A; Graywater, 6B, 6A; Houseboat Limits 
and Permits, 1B, 1D, 1A; Sanitation System Certificates, 
9A; Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 1B 


Hamilton, Christopher L: Access-—integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplam:v Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hamilton, Healy: Access—I/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Hamilton, Patricia M.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships-- 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hammer, Marilyn V.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sitss—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Hanes, Lisa A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Hannan, Nancy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Hansen, Beverly A.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F, /B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H, 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Hansen, Joseph Victor: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Hansen, Marijane: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W. 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hanson, Burnell: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


—— ~~ Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F, 1K; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, IW, 1H; 
Park Operations—Fecilities and Equipment, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hanson, Doris D.: ss, 1d; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations. 7A; 


Parinerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hardie, Daniel B and Mary Agnes W.: Access—/ntegrated 
Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and 
Equipment, 1A 

Hare, Bill: 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hargarten, Patrick: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Hargrave, Lisa W.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Harris, Dale B.: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1H 
Harris, Janel K.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Harris, Jay and Carol: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Snowmobdiles—Access, 1C 


Harris, Nellie E.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sitse—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Harshberger, Bruce: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Hashimoto, Bruce: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1d; 


Hatch, Robert: Floatpianes/Scaplanes—Acress, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites~-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation— NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hatfield, Peggy and Ron: Access——/ntegrated Use, 2D; 


Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—aAccess, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Haugand, Kathryn: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, iC 


Hauge, Roger: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
a 7A; 


Havenstein, Cathleen: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites-— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hawkins, Lisa: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—-Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation——NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hawkins, Mike: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Hayes, Sera: Access—ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Flostpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W: 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Haynes, George: Floatplanes/Scapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Haynes, John M.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilties and Equupment, 1A 


Heacock, Robert D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Heckert, Dwight G.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; —Special 


Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboa: Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Wed, Seatt 5.: Accens— Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Heily, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Heimkes, John B.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Heiny, Dean R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park 


Helton, Ryan D.: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; _ 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F 


Zone, 3B; 

Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operanons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Hemberger, Barb: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sitse—Visttor Destinations, 7A; 


Hembree, James A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Headersen, Clarence: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnigit and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hendren, Cennis R.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipmen:, 1A 


Henrickson, Rese: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight end Day Use Shee—Vistsor Destinations, 7A; 


Hensley, Samantha: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Park Legislation—NPS 


Heppelmenn, Edward: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Parinerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Hersth-Veiby, Gail C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Herdina, Deloris: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Herner, Betty Jean: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Herrick, Greg: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Hert, Diane S.: Access—integ7ated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F, 1J; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Parmerships— 


Herther, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Hick, Mary Jane: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Higgins, Laurel, Stephen, Stuart, Gove: Access— 
Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes— Access, 1F, 1B; Houseboats— 

Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Park 


Legislation—Legisiative Intent, 1A 


Hill, Bob: Access—Z/ntcgrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Hill, Laura: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parterships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hill, Max E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hill, Tessa 


Hiltmer Honzik, Diane: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hinitz, Marcia L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hinkle, John and Lisanne Freese: Access—Integrated Use, 
2D; Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes— 
Access, 1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and 
Equipment, 1A 

Hirsch, Sandra K.: ess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Hitt, Mary L.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1F. /W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Hijort, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hoch, Deborah: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hocking, Ivy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hodel, Marc C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hodgson, Mrs. K «:herine E.: 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Hoffman, Jeff D.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Hoffman, Lisa: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hoffman, Mary: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Hofmann, William P.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 


Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Hoisve, Rae: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; Snowmobiles— 


Access, 1B, 1A 
Hokanson, Gayland 


Hokanson, George C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holbeck, Sharon: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Site:—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holbrook, Viola: ess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holden, Matt: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holland, Karyn Helfrich: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hollerbach, Jocelyn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holmen, Ellis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holmes, Doueld: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partne: ships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holmquist, Dulores: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Holt, Matthew: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holton, Susan: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Holtzman, Bonnie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Homer, Robert P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Honer, Stephen: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 


Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1K, 1F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles— 


Access, 1C 


Honkomp, Ray and Karen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 


7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Honnold, Raymond & Karen: 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Hope, R. Kiffin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Horowitz, Esq., Tina A.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Horton, Deonne D.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Houghton, David C.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Howd, David M.: ccess, 1D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1A 


Howdahl, Kathy: Access—Special Use Zone, 3A; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Number of Sites, 2D; Site 
Development, 1G; Overnight Permits/Fees/ 
Reservations—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 
1A; Planning Process—Relationship to Other Plans, 4B; 
Research and Data—Visitation Numbers, 2B; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1E 


Howe, Joshua J.: Access—Initegrated « ¢, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Hoyt, Pam: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 





Index of Comment Letters by Author: Individuals 





Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hubbard, Bruce: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Huber, Franklin J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hudock, Chris: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Huey, Terry: Access—Zntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hughes, Carroll G.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hull, Paul: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Hulme, Lucy V.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hultgren, Doagias C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legis’ation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partners!aps, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Humphry, Chad M.: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hunter, Cheryl: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Huset, Louis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hustad, Margaret: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Huston, Guy: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Huta, Yuri L.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 


1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Hutchinson, Ann E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hutchison, John T.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Hyatt, Henry: Concessions and Visitor Services—Visitor 
Services, 2E; Interpretation—Programs and 
Publications, 1C; Natural Resources—Management, 1D; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Lodging, 8A; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1C; Land 
Acquisition and Boundary, 3A 

Hyland, Michael P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ickes, Henry A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ingalls, Jeffrey: Access—integrated Use, 2); Houseboats— 
Graywater, 6C; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H 


Dr. Henry: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Ingwalson, Brenda: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Irish, Donald P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, ]C 


Irvine, Nick A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Jacobson, Barb: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


James, Alexander R. 


Jamieson, Alex: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Janes, Donald 
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Jankovic, Marie: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Janusko, Robert J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Jaroszewski, Raymond H. 


Jarrett, Linda L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Jayne, Gerald A.: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
ss, IF, 1B; Housedoats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Wilderness— 
Wilderness Issues, 1A 


Jeffries, Lynne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Jelinski, Deborah: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Jenkins, Mark D.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Jennebach, Stephan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinatiors, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Linda A.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Jennings, Sharon D.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Jensen, Anthony: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Jensen, Elaine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parinerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Jensen, Robert: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A, 1Q; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Site 
Development, 1G, 1F 


Jensen, Scott: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Jerome Stern, Wendy & Ken: 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Jiobu, Laurie: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, iB; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Johannesson, Jerome: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


John, Shelley: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Bill: Access—integrated Use, 2B; Special Use 
Zone, 3A; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A, 1E; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1A; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Johnson, Bradley D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Cindy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visizor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Johnson, Dale: Houseboats—Graywater, 6B; Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1A, 1E; Overnight and Day Use 
Sites—Party Size, 3A; Use of Undeveloped Sites, 4A 


Johnson, Denny (1): Acccss—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 1B, 
1F; Houseboats—Graywater, 6B, 6F ; Housebvat Limits 
and Permits, 1H, 1W, 1C 


Johnson, Denny (2): No-Wake Areas—Support No- Wake 
Areas, 1A; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Number of 
Sites, 2D; Use of Undeveloped Sites, 4A; Park 


Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Johnson, Edith L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—-Access, 1C 


Johnson, Genevieve: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Johnson, Karen: ss, 1D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, IA; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1A; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Johnson, Kathleen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Laurel: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parterships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Lavern D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Johnson, Marilyn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Matthew Robert: Access—Zntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Johnson, Paui: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Rania: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Sanwel B.: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Johnson, Sue: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Terry A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Therold: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Swowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnson, Vicki: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


johnston, Sherwood A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Johnston, Timothy J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Jonas, Dr. Ken L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Jones, Annika: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Jones, Jennifer: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Jones, Keasley: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Jones, Steve A.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Joyce, James A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Juknialis, Barbara: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Julian, Joe R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Junker, Doug: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Just, Phyllis E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Justice, Earle W.: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kaeter, Jan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kahlenbeck, Dorothy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kaldis, Nick: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—<Access, 1C 


Kale, Ed: Houseboats—Houseboat Linits and Permits, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kalinowski, Ariene W.: Access—Zntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes——Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kaliberg, Darlene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kallemeyn, Jo: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kalisen, Gary J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kalsen, Jami: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kampa, Jesse: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kampsola, Ruth and Marvin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Kamstra, Alvin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kane, Jerry: Floatplanes/Seaplanes-—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kannenberg, Richard L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
IJ; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kapecki, Jon A.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Karel, Eugene F.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Karns, Kay L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kaspar, Patricia J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Kasten, Donald J.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kaszas, Janet: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Katz, Ralph M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 

Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Kazarow, Patricia: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 

Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Keim, Susan A.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Keller, Matthew P.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kelley, Barbara: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1D 


Kellogg, Martin N.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
38 








Index of Comment Letters by Author: Individuals 





Kellum, Judy: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kelly, Jean L.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kemke, Sean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kenny, Sister Betty, OSF: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1D; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B, 1A; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Kensek, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kerssen, Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ketola, V.K.: Access—Integrated Use, 2F 


Keynes, Harvey: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Khalsa, Dr. Mha Atma S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Khanna, Sunil: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Kille, Stephen L-: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, i; 


Killian, Dawn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinctions, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kilmer, Tom: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access/B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kimbrough, Jayce L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kimpel, Richard W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


King, Andrew: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


King, Brad: Fisheries—Management, 1A; Overnight 
Permits/Fees/Reservations—Reservation System for 
Overnight Use, 1A 


King, Carrie: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Park 
Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A 


King, Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


King, Jeanette: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kinney, W. Carleton Jr.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kirk, Jill: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight and 
Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kirsch, Glenn L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight a:.4 Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kissel, Monique: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 


Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Kittinger, Joe W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Kitzman, Irene R.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 


Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 111; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Klawiter, Brian: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Klein, Barry T.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Klein, Kathy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J; Overnight 
and Day ..se Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A, Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kleist, Douglas A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kleven, Stan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Klopp, Cecilia: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Kiutzke, Kenneth R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sitse—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Kae, David: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1A, 1E; Visitor Experience, 7B 


Knick, Christine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, IW: 

Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Knopp, William D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, iJ; 

Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Knox, Allyson: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


Knudsen, Ellen M.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Knutson, Ruth C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Koch, Shane S.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Koeder, Gary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Koenigsberg, Jacob O.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kofman, Boris B.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Koler, Monica L: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Komem, Lee: Access—Special Use Zone, 3A; Fire 
Management—Prescribed Fires, 1B; Fisheries— 
Management, 1A; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1V; No-Wake Areas—Support No- Wake 
Areas, 1B 


Kooiker, John L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Korbech, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Krassnosky Jr., Michael G.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 


Kraus, Susan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; ———— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kraus, Teresa M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Krautbaver, Phyllis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Krayer, Barry: Access—Park Access, 1D; 
Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1C; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment; Snowmobiles—Access, | F 
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Kreag, Glenn: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Krenn, Patrick F: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kreutzer, Pia: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Krieger, Cari L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kroeger, Dick: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1H; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A 


Krone, Robert P.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 

Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 

Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Krueger, Derek: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 1D; 
No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C, 1A 


Kruschel, Wm. A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Kueha, Danie! R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1; 


Kubiman, Roger A.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Foatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kunkel, Cathy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sitee—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


ay a Ws; 


Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Kurilla, Garrett J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA 


Kursban, Patricia J.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kurtyka, Carol: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Kurtz, Barbara E.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Kurtz, Jason: Access—Integrated Use, 2D, Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kuster, John: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kuszmaul, Joellen: Access—Iniegraied Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Kyslia, Jurene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A: 


Kytola, L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Laliberte, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lamke, Richard W.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboais—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Lampe, Patricia: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parterships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Landgren, H. J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lane, Brad: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Lane, Nancy S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Lang, Howard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Langerak, Edward: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Langlois, Sherry 


Lani, Andrea E.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Larsen, Krystal H.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Larsen, Nils E.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Larson, Harold M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Larson, Harold V.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Larson, Robert E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Acces:, 1C 


Larson, Robert M.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboais— Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Larza, Ricardo: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Latia, Chuck: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Lauber, Alex and Karen: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Lauritsen, Nancie R.: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lavine, Dick: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lawn, Katherine E.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—aAccess, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Lawrence, Janet: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lawrence, Rhett: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Leach, Dr. Elaine: Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—aAccess, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Leatherman, Brenda: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lechner, Mark S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Lechner, Sheila A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Lee, Eugene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lee, Terry (1): Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Lee, Terry (2): Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A; 
Access—Integrated Use, 2D 


Lefier, Susan K.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Leggett, Robert & Dee: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Leguil, Steve: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Leichtling, Don: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Ftesiplanee/Seeptanse—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits c-d Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Leinen, John Jr.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parterships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lelis, Arnold: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lennartson, Paul: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legis!ation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1A, 1B, 1C; 
Trails—Trails, 1A 


Lenz, Amy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


1D, 1J; 


Leschisin, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lesetmoe, Marvin C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee cmp me: he gm 7A; 


Lessac, Eryn: 1J; Overnight 


Letendre, Michael A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Levy, Dr. Abe: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Levy, tt Special Use Zone, 


Lewis, Laurie M.: Access—ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Housebdoats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Lewis, Michael P.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Lanta ie and Mra. Herb: Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 


Libbey, Wesley: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Libkind, Marcus: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Liemandt, Paul M.: Fisheries—Managemeni, 1C; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes-—Access, 1L; Houseboats— 
Graywater, 6C; —Houseboat Limits and Permits, 10; 
Research and Data—/nadequate Research, 1A 


Lien, David A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lietzke, E. Thomas: Floatp! ines/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Liflower, Janet: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Lilja, Dorothy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Lindberg, Dan: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
. IF, 1K; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobdiles— 
Access, IC 


Lindeman, Steven R.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Lindgard, Sue J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


IA, IC, 1B, 1D: Research, 8A; A Vistor Exerc 7B, 
7C; Methodologies—Flawed Methodologies, 1B 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Party Size, 3A; Site 
Development, 1G, 1L; Use of Undeveloped Sites, 4C; 
Planning Process—Meetings, 1D, 1A; Process and Plan, 
2E; Research and Data— Visitation Numbers, 1A 


Lindstrom, Charies: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Lindstrom, Timothy J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lindstrom, Wayne and Nancy: Houseboats— 
Environmental Impacts of, 3A; Houseboat Definition, 
SA; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A 


Lipaik, Lisa D.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floaplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Listobangon, J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—aAccess, | J: 
Ovemight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Littell, Todd J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, iF: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Little, Matthew: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A: 
Fee ak cee he ——- 

ih Att bemhemneniten a Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 


Lioyd, Meredee: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Locktin, R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, |J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Leeffier, Dorothy R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 


Lehman, Alan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Lombardo, Joseph V.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B: 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1/H, |W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

London, Barbara J.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 
Park Operations—Facilites and Equipment, 1A 

Long, Arnold: Houseboat:—Graywater, 6C, 6D: Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Fires and Firewood, 5A; Use of 
Undeveloped Sites, 4A 


Long, John R.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D: Special Use 
Zone, 3B: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 


Leng, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Vistor Destinations 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A. 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Loomer, Hareld N.: Flosplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1; 


"Ovi ud Dey ie SMa Denna IJ; 


Love, Chad: 1J; Overnight 
tiie dite. 7A; Park 
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Lovely, William P. Jr.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Housedoats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Pez Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Lowe, Edward: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Houseboat Limits and Permuts, 1B. 1A Overnight and 


Lowther, Lori: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, iF; 


Lueck, Iris M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Luedtke, Renee: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, *" “>-~wmobiles—<Access, /C 


Laing, Basil: F) eaplanes—<Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use ..ics-- —sitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Lukas, Dianne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Lukens, Paul: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overmght 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Land, Dr. Nancy R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Lundberg, Robert A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 


Lundrigan, Doa J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | 1, /A; 
Environmental Impact, 2A 


Lupelow, Ken 


Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes-—Access, 1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities 
and Equipment, 1A 


Lyon, Ruth Henriquez: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, /D: 
No- Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmotbiles—Access, 1B 


Macfarkane, Bruce K.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W., 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Maclean, David & Bonnie: Access—iniegraied Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboas Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W. Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Macteod, Hilary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 
a 
Park Legisiation—wNPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Macmullan, Paul W.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Macpherson, William: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
‘Park Legislation—wNPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Madden, Charies: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, / J, 
ee 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Maehr, Caarol B.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, /H, |W: 


Park Operations—-Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Maenke, Daic 


Magahee, Janelle C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
re 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Magill, Jom: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /H, Houseboats— 


Magill, Robert T.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Mahle, Joam: Access—Park Access, 1D; Floatplanes/ 
1D; No-Wake Areas—Support No- 
Wake Areas, 1A; Snowmobiles—Access, 1A 


Maitland, Doris: Access—=/ntegraied Use, 2D; Special Use 
; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, 1 F; 


Major, Lisa S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Maki, Wayne & Kathryn: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinanons, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Malides, Paul: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 32; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations— Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Malin, Wendell R.: Snowmobdiles—Access, /D 


Malkerson, Joel W.: Access—I/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Flostvlanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Housebout Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Malm, Wendell R.: Snowmobdiles—Access, !D 


Malone, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Maloney, Ken & Julie: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1 F;, Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B; Housebdoats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operavons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Maloney, Paul L: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Malucelli, Andy M.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, |B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W, 


Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 
Mana, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Manville, Katherine M.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 


IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Marino, Dominic R.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 
Mark, Herbert S.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 


Park Operanions—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Martow, Carol: Houseboats—Houseboa: Limits and 
Permits, 1G, IF 


Maroste, Michae! L.: Houseboats—Graywater, 6B; 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Party Size, 3A 


Marquardt, Betty: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visisor Destinations, 7A; 


Marquit, Doris G.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Marsh, Helen E.: Floatplianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Marshall, H. A.: Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 


Marshall, Poul F .: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Martian, A. T.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Martin, Dave: 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Martin, Lorraina P.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Martz, Dori E.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
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1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Marx, James A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Marxen, Nancy: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Mashuga, Dennis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mason, Julia O.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnighi and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mason, Vivian: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Massie, J. B.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Mast, D J: Access—Park Access, 1G; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H 


Matarazzo, Sharon A.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mateer, Bob and Bernie: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplianes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mathews, Mary: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—-Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Mathwin, John 


Matthew, Elaine: ccess, 1J; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No-Wake Areas— 
Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; Overnight and Day Use 
Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS 
System, 2A; Partnerships—-Partnerships, 1B; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C, 1A, 1B; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Matthews, Barbara L.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 


Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mattson, Britt E.: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1A, 1D, 1G 


Mattson, Dr. D. S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mattson, Suzanne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Maue, Bonnie: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mauiliffe, Gisele: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Maunder, Julia and Mark: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Maxwell, Cynthia: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


May, Cheven: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mayer, Joe: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Mazzitelli, Kim: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Mc Near, Virginia: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McAfee, Skyli: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /D, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McArdle, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships-— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McAvoy, Leo: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McBride, Mike: Fisheries-—-Management, 1A 


McBride, Shane: Fisheries—Managemeni, 1A; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1B 
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McBride, Tim: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
IP, 1A 


McCann, Greg: Access—Zntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

McCarter, Maureen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McCarthy, Ardis E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McCartney, Bill Jr.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; , 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

McCauley, Susan: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


McClain, Stephanie A.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1H, 1W; Park Operations——Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


McClelland, John Gibson: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McCloskey, Mike: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation——-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McCluskey, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McCormack, Polly: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McCormick, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McCoy, Rachel 


McCreary, Jan: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

McCullock, Terry: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McDaniel, Larry: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

McElroy, Carol J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McEvoy, Maridee P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McFariand, Michael D.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


McGuire, Richard and Carol: 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 


McGuire, Susan: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McKeevel, T. J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


McLaughlin, Louise: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

McMillen, Mimi: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Medicine Eagle, Brooke: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fiwatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Meinhard, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Meints, Jerry K.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Meisky, Dorothy M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ! J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Meline, Barbara: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mengelkoch, Henry: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Menke, M. A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mentzer-Grey, Ms. Sue: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Merriam, Howard M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Merriam, Lawrence: Overnight and Day Use Sites—Use of 
Undeveloped Sites, 4D 


Mertz, Robert A.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Metzger, Phyllis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—access, 1C 


Meurer, Bruce J.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Meyer, Alice T.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Meyer, Lillian: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Meyer, Wayne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Michael, Mike: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Middleton, Paula: Access—Zntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mikitka, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Miller, Bart P.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Miller, Dee A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; | 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships-— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Miller, Donald J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Miller, Dusty L.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Miller, Emily B.: Access—initegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Miller, Jennifer and Neil: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats——Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Miller, Kenneth L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS Svstem, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Miller, Mary Ann: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation——-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Miller, Steven: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Miller, Ted: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Miller, Thaxter & Eleanor: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
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7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Miller, Tim and Leanne: Housebozis—Houseboat 
Definition, SA 
Miller, Tom 


Miller, Wister: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Milne, Robert D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Minowa, Craig: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; ss, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mireault, Joyce: Access—Park Access, 1D; Houseboats— 
Economic Impacts of Houseboats, 4A; Houseboat Limits 
and Permits, 1D, 1A; Planning Process—Process and 
Plan, 2F 


Mitchell, Ernie: Houseboats—Graywater, 6C; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A 


Mitchell, Joe: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 


Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Park Legisiation— 
Legislative Intent, 1A 


Mitteldorf, Harriet 


Mo, Angela: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 


3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Moberg, Jerry and Pat: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mock, Burton E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Moehnke, Margaret: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Moen, Josh: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Environmental 
Impact, 2A 

Moiseyev, Maya R.: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; coess, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Moline, Ron: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Monk, Mary W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Montague, Susan J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Montes De Oca, Laura: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


County Student Environ. Activists: Access— 
Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Montgomery, Cathy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 

Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Montgomery, P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Montgomery, William: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; Houseboats—Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities 
and Equipment, 1A 


Moon, Collin: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Moon, John and Marilyn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Moore, Fred J.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Moore, Greg (1): Access—/ntegrated Use, 2H; Park 
Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1C 


Moore, Greg (2): Personal Watercraft—Ruling, /A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1/E 


Moore, Robert L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 











Index of Comment Letters by Author: Individuals 





Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Moorhead, Samuel L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites-—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Morgan, Barbara M.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Morgan, David: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; loatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Morgan, Margaret: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Moritko, Greg: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Morresi, Gian Andrea: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Morrin lii, Joseph P.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Morris, Carey B.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; | ss, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Morrison, Carol: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1K; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 

Morse, Charies E.: ss, IJ; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Morse, Kristi A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Mortenson, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles-—Access, 1C 


Mortimer, Jessica: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Morton, Allan S.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Morton, Emma: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Moss, Miriam: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Moss, Paul: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No-Wake 
No-Wake Areas, 1A; Snowmobiles— 


Access, 1B, 1A; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Moverman, Elizabeth A.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mowery, John P.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; ss, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mueller, Erich R.: Access—initegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Mullaney, Daniel T.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Mulligan, Margie: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Mundt, Cathy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 


Murphy, John and Irma: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS Sys-em, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Murphy, John P.: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F 


Murphy, Mr. and Mrs. Leonard M.: Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— 
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Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 
2A; Partnerships—Parterships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Murphy, Patrick L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA 


Murray, Phil: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Myers, Dyann: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Myers, Nick E.: Access—Jntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Nachman, Paul: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioat- 
planes/Seaplanes—Access, 1H, 1F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Park Legislation— 
Legislative Intent, 1A; Park Operations—Facilities and 


Equipment, 1A 


Naeckel, Lynn: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
iE; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Party Size, 3A 


Nagaraj, Mysore G.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Nass, Arnold: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits— 
1B, 1R,1Q 


Natt, Stephanie: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Naylon, Joyce E.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; ss, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Nealen, Michele L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Needham, Dr. Gerald M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Neil, Michael R.: Access—initegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Neitzel, Howard H.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Nelson, Bob: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; a 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nelson, Carroll: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nelson, Jan C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nelson, Joan J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nelson, Joseph D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nelson, Judith: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Nelson, Mariene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nelson, Nancy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Nelson, Norm: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 


Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
Waren, Uris Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 


Nesteby, Katherine M.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Newman, David F.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 
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Newstrom, Gordon K.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A 


Nicholie, Jim: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; Snowmobiles— 


Access, 1C 


Nickeison, Maynard: Entry and User Fees—/mpiementing 
Entry and User Fees, 1A; Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1A 


Nickelson, Robert 


Nickerson, Donna: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nickolson, Sandy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Niemi, Dean R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nimios, Dr. Kenneth and Carole: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 


Nisbet, Ed: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


a 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Nolte, Sharon: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Norbury, Chris: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 


Norbury, R. James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Noren, Cari R.: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Noren, James R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes——Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Norheim, Robert A.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Norris, Scott: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, IA 

Northwest Ecosystem Alliance: Access—/niegrated Use, 
2D; Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes— 
Access, 1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and 
Equipment, 1A 

Norton, Charies L.: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Novak, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Null, Ciry S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
O'Brien, F. J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; i 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, /C 


O'Brien, Jason: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


O'Brien, Michael P.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipmeni, 1A 


O’Brien, Thomas A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

O’Conneor, Alissia N.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Filoatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, iF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


O”™Meara, Tiffany L.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; ss, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


O'Neil, Ashley S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
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Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
O'Neill, Sean R.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 38; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
O’Reilley, Mary Ann B. and Margaret E.: Floatplanes/ 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— 
Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 


2A; Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 


O'Reilly, Nathanael D.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


TH, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Oberman, Jeffrey P.: Overnight and Day Use Sites—Use of 
Undeveloped Sites, 4A 


Obowa, Jim: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA 


Ogorman, Kevin J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Okland, Dennis: anes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Oleson, Carol: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Olmsted, Jason and Stephanie 


Olson, Eleanor: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Olson, J. I.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Olson, Jane: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Olson, Judy E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Olson, Marc: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1K, 1F, 1D: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Olson, Ralph C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Olson, Wendy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Ondich, David: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Onken, Roger: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Orcholski, Gerald: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Orman, Rebecca: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 

Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Ni's G.: Access—Inegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Ostgarden, Gerry: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ostrem, Julie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Dest’nations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ott, Jeffrey James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Otto, Sondra: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobdiles—Access, 1C 


Ottoson, Ernest W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


Owen, Judith A.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operation: —Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Owens, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—PS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parterships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Paddock, Donald and Irene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 


———— Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 


Pagenkopf, Kris: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Palmer, Debra: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, iJ; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Palmersten, Lou.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Palmieri, Greg: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Palmquist, Amy R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Pandey, Stacy M.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Panish, Andrew J. 


Parham, Douglas S.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Parker, C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Parker, Vaughan: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats-—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Parkinson, William Q.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 


1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Parlin, Nancy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Parnell, Sean R.: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Parson, Charlie: ss, 1S; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation--—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Parsons, Erma J.: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Paschal, Deb: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Patch, Frances and Sumner: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Patel, Avi: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Patel, Nick M.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B, 1J; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Patsis, Elizabeth: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Patterson, Ken: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—wNPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Pauly, Steve: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /1/; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 
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Payne, James and Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Pearse, Alison A.: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—<Access, 1C 


Peek, Alien: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, |J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Pellegrino, Jeffrey L.: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Pellettiere, Marc: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Penney, Sheila A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—<Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Linits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Perkins, Dorene E.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Perkins, John M.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Perricelli, Claire S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


Perry, Seth W.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats —Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Person, Mark: 1D; No- 


Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, |A; 
Snowmobdiles—Access; Trails—Trails, /A 


Fetere, Fatste®: S.s Accene—dnsagnated Use, 20; Special Use 


Peterson, Daniel A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
Peterson, Irene M.: Pianning Process—Relationship to 

Other Plans, 4B 


Peterson, Joan E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Peterson, Judith: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Peterson, Mark R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F; 
Natural 1C; Overnight and 
Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Planning Process— 
Relationship to Other Plans, 4A; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 


Peterson, Mike and Karen: Access—Park Access, 1A; 
Permits, 1A 


Peterson, Susan M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Peulen, Teri: a et od ‘Overnight 


Phillips, Ali: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Phillips, Brian: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


Phillips, Dr. and Mrs. Gerard G.: Floatplanes/Scaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 

1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Phillips, Richard E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Piar, Toni: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
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Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Pierce, Harold C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee eee 7A; 


Piershalla, Kristin: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, IJ; 


Pihiman, Dewey R.: Access—/fa;* \ccess, 1D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B 


Pilarski, Kevin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
ee es 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Pilewski, Ryan E.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Piigram, Michael: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Piatt, Martha R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
ee 7A; 


Podietz, Eva-Lynn: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Pogreba, Janice: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Pollack, Beth: 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A: Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1 C 


Pollock, Bob: Access—Park Access, 1D; Park Legisiation— 
Legislative Intent, 1A 


Pomeroy, Carrie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Pomplun, Jim: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Pooler, Carole A.: Access—=Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipmeni, 1A 

Porter, David W.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operanons—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Porter, Edward R.: Access—=integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Portland, Bryan: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Porus, R.L.: Access—Specia! Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1H 

Poser, Lawrence: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Posthumus, Dirk 


Potter, Ed C.: Access—Park Access, 1D; Houseboats— 
Commercial Houseboats, 2C; Graywater, 6B; 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 J, 1C, 1A; Research and 
Data—/nadequate Research, 1F 


Potter, Elizabeth M. 
Potter, Jerome W. 


Potter, Judy: Access—/niegrated Use, 2B; Park Access, 1D; 
Fire Management—Prescribed Fires, 1B; Fishenes— 


Fees/ Reservations—Reservation System for Overnight 
Use; Snowmobiles—Access, 1D 


Potter, Kevin 


Potts, Natalie T.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Pouloje, Clare: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overmghi and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1 C 


Poynter, Debora: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W. 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Prate, Tony: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Pratt, Leslie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Prefontaine, Joan W.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Preston, Eari: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Jennifer: 


Price, William: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Maria: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Prudhomme, Chris: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Prybyla, Debra: Access—I/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, /B; 
Houseboats——Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Ptak, Daniel: ss, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, /C 


Puca, Robert: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Puck Legislations System, 2A; Park Operations— 


Puder, Susan: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Partzer, Penelope: Access—I/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, |B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F; Houseboats— 


Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilites and Equipment, 1A 

Putnam, Rev. Frederick W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
on Snowmobiles—Access, 


Quast, Matthew: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Quick, Brandi L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Quick, Jack: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Quinn, Bryan E.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Quinn, Cheryl L.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Quinn, Marian: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Quinn, Marilu: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Quiring, Kevin and Ann: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overmght and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A, Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rachner, Donald: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /| J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Radil, Carol: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Radzak, Patrick M.: Houseboats—Commercial Houseboats, 
2B; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 11; Visitor 
Experience, 7A 


Raeburn, Susan O.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
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Houseboats— Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Rahfeidt, Frank: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access. | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Rahjels, J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 


Raidi, Eleanor: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, WJ; 


Rasch, John C.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Raskovich, Shelly: Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A 
Rasmussen, N.W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rassat, Milton H.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Reckdahi, Martha: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J. 


Reed, Judy: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 


3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes——Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W, 


Park Operations— Facilities and Equipment, /A 


Rees, Cherie L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Rehbein, Donny: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


ee eee 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Reich, Andrew: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W. 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Reich, Danny S.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Reich, Todd S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Reichow, Dick and Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, IF 


Reid, Robert U.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Reilly, Veranice: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Reinhardt, John A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Reinhart, Elizabeth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles-—Access, 1C 


Reinke, Justin: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Remmers, Clyde M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—<Access, 1C 


Repak, Sarah E.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—-Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Reuter, Cindy: Fisheries—Managemeni, /A; Park 
Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1C 


Revere, Lee: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Reyesl, Kathy L.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, / F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H, 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Rhodes, Will: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 
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Rice, Daryl W.: ES Sa 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access. | F. 


Zone, 3B; 

Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; Park 
Operanons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Rice, Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overmgit 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinanons, 7A; Park 
Legislanon—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Richardson, Albe * E.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zune, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1 F: Housedoats—Houseboa: Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Richardson, Lisa: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinanons, 7A, 


Rickson, Michelle L.: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D. Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, |B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, |A 


Ridgway, B.R.D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Floatplax /Seaplanes—Access, | F, | J; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Visttor Destinations, 7A, Park Legisiation— 
NPS System, 2A; Partnerships—Partmerships, |B; 
Snowmobdiles—Access, 1C 


Rimmereid, Charlotte: Floatpianes/Scaplanes—Access, | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinanons, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships — 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rivard, Ronald J.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, I/F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 


Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 


Roberts, Jason D.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D, Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H: 


Park Operanons—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Roberts, Lois: Overnight and Day Use Sites—Day-use, 6D 


Roberts, Lowell J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Roberts, Melissa: Access— integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Housebdoats—Houseboat Lumuts and Permuts, 1W. 1H, 
Park Operanons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Rebertson, Gordon E.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 


Rodysill, Kirk: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, J; 


Rom, Bill and Barbara: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access. | F, Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permuts, 1H, Park Operations— 
Factlines and Equapment, 1A 


Roman, Bruce R.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sitee—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Ronning, Jill: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overmght 


Rose, Don IJ; Ovemight 


Rose- White, Joan L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rosenbery, Gregg A.: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special 


Use Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H, 


Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, | A 
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Resenbiatt, Dr. Jon E.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1D, 1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1H, 1W; No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake 
Areas, 1A; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B 

Rosenbrook, Bob: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rosenow, Lisa: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 74; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rosenwinkel, Drake and Ruth Ann: 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation— 
NPS System, 2A; Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Rosien, Ronald S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ross, Brian W.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ross, Laura 


Rostad, Dr. David: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rothmaler, Eric: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rottach, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—<Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rouse, Scott: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, iF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Rovick, Odd: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rowell, Kevin: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Housebvat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Rowland, Stephanie R.: Access—Iintegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 38; F 
1F; Foatplanes, , 1B; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Rowley, Karen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park | egislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ruegg, John B.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rule, Juliann: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ruona, Adah M..: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ruscoe, Dean: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access/J, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park Operations— 
Facilities and Equipment, 1A; Parnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rush, Philip: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Rusnak, Frank: ss, 1D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B 


Rutkowski, Robert E.: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1 J, 
1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 
/H; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Park 
Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—— 
Access, 1C 


Rutschow, Dale ©.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Ryan, Jenny: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ryan, Patrick J.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


6] 





CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Rybak, Michael: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Ryder, Eileen R.: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities cnd Equipment, 1A 

Rys, Judith: 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sadowsky, Richard L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Saikevych, Irene A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Sain, Kimberly L.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Sainio, Gary and Dianne: Houseboats—Commercial 
Houseboats, 2E; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H 


Sanchez, Patricia V.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

David C.: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1Q, 1D, 1E, 1A; Overnight and Day Use 
Sites—Day-use, 6A; Fires and Firewood, 5A; Use of 
Undeveloped Sites, 4B, 4A 


Sandberg, Harian K.: Access-—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 


Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat 


Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities 
and Equipment, 1A 

Sanderson, Audrey: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park lL egislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sandstrom, Kathleen: Access—Park Access, 1D; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Definition, 5B; Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1F, 1K; Planning Process—Process 
and Plan, 2F 


Sansone, Dennis M.: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Saretsky, Richard: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Sass, Emery D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Satterwhite, Jay: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sauer, Greg 


Sauer, Kathleen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Saulino, Vincent T.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Saver, Ervin A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Saxton, Robert: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1K, 1D, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B, 1C; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Schaberl, Sandra 


Schad, Connie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Schaffer, Mike: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Schanno, Joan 


Schapman, Thomas W. Jr.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Scharff, Constance: Access—I/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipmeni, 1A 


Scheller, Amy: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Scheiske, Paul: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Scher, Dr. Sarah: Access—Zntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Scherb, Janet: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation-——NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Scheryr, M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites-—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Schiebe, Loren and Ariaine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1A 


Schiller, Craig: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Schissel, Greg: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

, Gloria G.: Access—-Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats——Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations-—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Schiawin, Mark 


Schmechel, Gary J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Schoenbaurer, Kathy and Jeff: Floatplanes/Scaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships-—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Schoenberger, Murry 


Scholz, George A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation-—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Schott, Marcus U.: Access—Iintegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Schriver, Lawrence: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—/NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Schroeder, Carlena R.: Access—integraied Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations-——Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Schulke, Joyce: Planning Process—Relationship to Other 
Plans, 4B 


Schulke, Thomas: Planning Process—Relationship to Other 
Plans, 4B 


Schultz, Richard: ccess, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Schulz, Barbara: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Schuman, Dr. L. M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Schuman, William J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Ficatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Schweitzer, Matthew W.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Scofield, Bruce: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats-—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Scoles, Daniel R.: Access—2/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Scott, Christopher: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D 


Scott, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Scott, Vicki L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Scott, William W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Seabern, Clif: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Searles, Barb: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—-Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Seaver, Harmon: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Seeman, Rich and Carolyn 


Seese, Sherry L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Seibertich, Roxanne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1R; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Site Development, 1G, 1N 


Sellers, Joan: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Seltzer, Robert S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Semerau, Marcia K.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sender, Dan W.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Semran, Greg: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Senft, David C.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Serna, Kathy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ]J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Setterberg, Wendell: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA 


Sewell, Peter A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Shadduck, Bob: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA 
Shadduck, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA, 11 


Shafnisky, Luke M.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Shannon, Laurie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shay, Randy L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shea, EJ ward F.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shea, Kathryn: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Shea, Robert W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 


Shea, Sandy: Park Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1A; 
Research and Data— Visitation Numbers, 2E 


Shearer, W. Kirk 


Sheets, Gary W.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1¥’: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, /A 

Sheridan, Jessica: Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shilinski, Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Shiner, Richard P.: Access—I/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Shires, Randolph A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 


Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Shively, David: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shoberg, Jeanne: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shesky, Daniel: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Shull, Raymond L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shultz, Lanai: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 

Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shuneman, Mr. Noble: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Shuster, Julie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Sibbald, Rollie: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1Q, 1B, 1G; Planning Process—Meetings, 1A 


Sibbald, Shari 


Siddique, Omar F.: Access——integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—-Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Siers, Nori Chandler: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Simon, Larry and Denise: Access—Park Access, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1G, 1A, 
1B; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Use of Undeveloped 
Sites, 4A; Research and Data— Visitation Numbers, 2A 


Simon, Philip: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—-Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Singer, Julia Klatt: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sinnett, D. William: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, ' W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Sipe, William W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Siskind, Lisa: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, |J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sjoblom, Wendy: Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sjoquist, Brian M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Skaggs, Mark S.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Flosplanee/Seaplancs—Access, 18; 


Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, IW: 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Shaiha, Stuart: Access—tnsegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Permits, 1A, 1G, 1Q, 1X; Overnight and Day Use 
Sites—Number of Sites, 2D; Planning Process— 
Meetings, 1A 

Skeen, Marianne: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Skogman, Mrs. D. T.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Skogman, Ted: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Skorczewski, Bob: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Skowyra, Ray: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; ss, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W. 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


— Francis D.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, IW, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Sloane, Justin T.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; —Special 
Use Zone—3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access— 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits—1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipmeni—1A 

Small, Heien Claire: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Smart, Rolland H.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—aAccess, 1C 


Smith Kohistedt, B. J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 


IW, 1H: Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Smith, Ann E.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A; 
Environmenial Impact, 2A 


Smith, Edward B.: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Smith, Gloria W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


Smith, Jeff A.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W. 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, |A 

Smith, Joan: Entry and User Fees—/mplementng Entry and 
User Fees, 1A; Houseboats—Houseboat Definition, SA; 
—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A 


Smith, Joseph A.: Entry and User Fees—/mplementing Entry 
and User Fees, 1A; Houseboats—Houseboat Definition, 
SA; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1G 


Smith, Michael C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J: 
ee 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Smith, Mike & Ruth: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, |A 

Smock, Dr. Michael G.: Access—-/niegrated Use, 2D. 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Flioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H, Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Smrstik, George: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


1B, 1F; 


Suell, Thomas C.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Snitgen, Mrs. Robert W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Snyder, Ivan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Snyder, Pamela R.: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operacions—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Solano, Marie-Dolores: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Solberg, Lawrence: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Desiinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Solberg, Monte J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Somalwar, Sunil V.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, /A 

Sonnek, Joy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sonneville, David and Diane: 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships— Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 


Sopoci, Julie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Sorenson, David: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No- Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1B 


Sotak, Laura: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Southwell, Dr. Mark 


Souza, Wanda R.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
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Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Sovia, John 


Spaulding, Gary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Speer, Lindsay E.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Spencer, Cheryl A.: Access—ZIntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Spencer, Eben 


Spencer, Lorelle: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Spencer, Raymond: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Houseboats—Graywater, 6C; Houseboat Limits and 
Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles—Access, 1B; Wilderness— 
Wilderness Issues, 1A 


Spotts, Richard A.: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J, 1F, 
1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 
1H; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visito Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Pask 


Access, 1C 


Spotts, Sarah M.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Spratt, Henry G.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Sprayregen, Ann: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, / F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Spurgin, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiatiion—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


St. Clair, Jeanne and Bill: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnersiips, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


_ St. Pierre, Antoinette: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stagman, Robert G.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—aAccess, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Stahl, Edgar: Access—Zintegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 


Stallkamp, Janelle: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Steele, William K.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 1F, 1J; No-Wake 
Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation— 
NPS System, 2A; Park Operations—Facilities and 
Equipment, 1A; Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Steiner, Susan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Steitz, Jim: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 

Stephenson, Rob: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Sterling, Jacqueline: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Duy Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stettner, Craig Raymond 


Stevens, M. Catherine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stevens, Rebecca: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, !C 


Stewart, Dr. Tom: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations— Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Stewart, lain F.: Access—iniegraied Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Stewart, Robert A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Stimson, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Stobaugh, A. L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stockman, Sharon: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Stockwell, Peggy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stone, Christeen M: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stone, Donald L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stone, George T.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, !B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Stone, Robert and Elizabeth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 

Stoops, George: Floatptanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—- NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Stoppel, Mark 


Story, Donald D.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes---Access, 1B, 1F; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Strader, Elien and Lee: Access—integrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Strand, Deborah: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Strand, Kirsten: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Strand, Mei L. 


Strandell, Barbara: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
a 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Straub, Art: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, Iw, 1H; Park 
Operations— Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Strobel, Joan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Strobel, R. F.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, //J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Strohmayer, Dwight and Donella: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
Ps xerships—Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Stuart, Jean: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Stull, Walter J.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Styles, Ronda J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Suchanec, Daphne M.: Access—=/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—<Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Sugden, Richard: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Sullivan, Patricia A.: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
IF, 1B; 


Sundstedt, David 


1B, IF; 


Sutherland, Terri: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, VW; 


Swenson, Linnea: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 


Swigart, Anne H.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Sykes, Kristen M: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /B, /F; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W. 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Syring, Jeffrey: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA 


Szendrey, Tom and Julie: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 38; Floatplanes/ 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Szponer, Fred: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
IF, 1J; Houseboats— 


Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 
Houseboat Limits and Permits—1H; Park Legislation— 
Legislative Intent, 1A; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Talbot, Ed & Terry: Access—initegrated Use, 2D; Access— 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Tanner, Dawn: Floatplines/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Tavernier, Marcy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Taylor, Chris: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Taylor, Lee: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Taylor, Mike: 1D; No-Wake 

No-Wake Areas, 1A; Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1B; Trails—Trails, JA 


Taylor, Robert W. Sr.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
/W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Taylor, William: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W. 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Teich, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Templeton, Gary: Houseboats—Houseboat Definition, SA 
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Tennison, Lois: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Tepper, Carol: Wilderness— Wilderness Issues, 1A 


Theim Busch, Lori: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partme-rships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Theis, Stella: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overmght 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation——NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Thelen, Natalie: Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Thiele, Charies M.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, iC 

Tholl, J. D.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permus, |W. /H, 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Thomas, Jeanne M.: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, iF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permius, |W. 1H, 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Thomas, Laura Bethany: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overmght and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
YA; Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Thompson, Andrea J.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floetplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Thompson, Brian: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, !A 


Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilines and Equipment. 1A 


Thompson, Donald: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Thompson, Gene: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnership, '8; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Thompson, J. Nevin 


Thompson, Mr. and Mrs. N. E_: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 
—— Snowmobiles— 


Thompson, Steve: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
ee ae 7 ei a ne 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS 


Thors, J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight and 

Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Thoumi, Gabriel Andres: Access—i/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1 J, 1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; Overnight and Day Use 
Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park Legisiation—NPS 
System, 2A, Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 
1A, Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 


Thrash, Ronald G.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 





Tideman, Philip: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1 C 

Timmerman, Virginia: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—- Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships—- 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Tischer, Kenneth L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Toder, Brian 


Tolvstad, Wendy Jo: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Tomjanovich, Josh: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Tooley, Dennis: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overmght and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Towle, Dr. Stephen L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 
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Towler, M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overmght 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—-NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 

Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Town Gunderson, David and Jessica: 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight and Day 
Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation— 
NPS System, 2A; Partnerships—Partmerships, 1B; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Townsend, Dewayne 


Tragiai, Psul: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1A; 
Environmental Impact, 2A 


Tremblay, Michael T.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W- 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Treuer, Robert: Access—/niegrated Use, 2F ; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, !D; Park Operations— 


Truax, Wayne B.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Tryon, Heidi C.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—-Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, |A 


Tulk, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overmght 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legisiation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, /C 


Tull, Mary J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Tuohy, G.F.: Houseboats—Graywater, 6B. 6F , Houseboat 
Definition, 5A; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1D, 1B, 
1A; Research, 8A; Overnight Permits/Fees/ 
Reservations—Reservanion System for Overnight Use, 
1G, 1H 


Turgeon, James: Floatplanes/Scapianes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Turner, Kathleen Kaeding: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Pioatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
IF, 1B, 1J; Houseboats—Houseboa: Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor 
Destinations, 7A. Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; 


Tyda, Harry R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; 


Tyler, Bill: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1G. 
1D, 1C, 1B, 1Q; Overnight Permits/Fees/Reservations— 


Reservation System for Overnight Use, 1A 


Ulmen, Anthony J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships-— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Underwood, William L. 


Utzinger, Pauline R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 

Vagt, Joan T.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Vagts, Thatcher: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F, 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W: 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Valentine, George: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1K; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles— 
Access, IC 

Valgemae, Dr. and Mrs. Mark: Floatplanes/Seapianes— 
Access, 1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; 


Partnerships—Partnerships, 1B, Snowmobiles— 
Access, 1C 


Vallone, Cheryl L.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; ss, IF, IR; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W. 1H, 
Park Operations—-Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Van Deusen, Bud: Access—Park Access, 1D; Ploatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, /1; Visitor Experience, 3A 


Van Every, Marsha W.: Access-—/ntegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
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IF, 1B: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Van Horn, Marie: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A: 


; Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | 
Houseboats—Housebvat Limuts and Permits, 1H. IW: 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Use Zone, 3B; 1B, iF; 
Houseboats—Houseboai Limits and Permus, 1H. 1W: 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment. 1A 


Vanderieelie, Roy: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H; 
Park Operations—-Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Vaswani, Kumar (1): Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—Facilites and Equipment, /A 

Vaswani, Kumar (2): Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visior 
Destinations, 7A; Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; 


Van Wickien, Betty J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 


Velez, Doris Jean M.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Ploaplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W, 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Vennes, Martha ©.: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, / J, 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Versteeg, Christine 


Vertina, Dan: Access—Special Use Zone, 3A; Planning 
Process—Process and Plan, 2C 


Vertina, Sheryl: Access—Special Use Zone, 3A; Planning 
Process—-Process and Plan, 2D; Relationship to Other 
Plans, 4B 


Vertrees, Gerald J.: Access—-Integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permuts, |W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Factlines and Equipment, 1A 


Vestermark, Harold W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A, Park Legis!anon—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Vice, Daniel R.: Access—=Jntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H: 
Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 

Videl, N.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overmght and 
Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Legislanon-—NPS System, 2A, Partnersips— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Vignere, Joel G.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H, 
Park Operations—F acilines and Equipment, 1A 

Volimar, Warren: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 


Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, /F, 1K; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H 


Von Trapp, Curtis R.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W. 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Voorhies, Marilyn S.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D, Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | F, 1B; 
Houseboats——Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W, 
Park Operations—F acilines and Equipment, 1A 


Voorhies, William R.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Pioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 


Webistrand, Mary M.: Plouplanes/Seaplancs—Access, 1; 


Wahistrom, Kurt: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobdiles—Access, 1C 


Wald, Johanna H.: Access—-integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, iF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W. 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, /A 


Waldron, Steven C.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W, 
Park Operations—F acilities and Equipment, 1A 

Walker, Philip M.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
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Houseboats—?jcuseboat Limits and Permits, 1H. |W. 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 
Walker, Shirley K.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
ee ee 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Parmerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wallace, Gerald W.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access. | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Waller, Phyllis: Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 


Waltenberg, Betty J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1d; 


Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access. 
Houseboat Lamuts and Permuts. iw, 1H; Park 
Operations—Facilines and Equipment, | A 


Wancenried, Ernest C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Ward, Aurelie L.: Access—initegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboai Limits and Permits, |W. 1H. 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Ward, Jason G.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, /F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Perms, |W. 1H. 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipmeni, 1A 


Wardell, John 


Ware, Clifton and Betty: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access. 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 


Warner, Rexanne: Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, Ws: 


Warren, Jacquelyn S.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships-— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—-Access, 1C 


Washburn, James: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Acces: /J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Watkins, Denna L.: Access—/niegraied Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Tomplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F ; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permus, 1H, 1W. 
Park Operaions—Facilines and Equipment, iA 

Watkins, Jessica: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiies—Access, 1C 


Wattrus, Jane: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /D; No- 
Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A, 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1A; Trails—Trails, /A 


Webb, Bradley P.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Seapianes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats——Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1 W. 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Weed, Wever D.: Access—/nicgrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permus, 1H, 1 W: 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, /A 

Wees, Rev. Gary M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visstor Destunanions, 7A; 


Weiner, Dr. J.P. Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, Ws; 


Weiss, Devrin D.: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W. /H. 
Park Operations—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Weiss, Gilbert: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; 
Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A, Houseboats— 
Houseboat Lamuts and Permits, 1H 

Wells, Thomas: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 
a and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobtiles—Access, 1C 


Welniak, Ellan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes— Access, /J. 
Overmght and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A. Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Welton, Rose: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—aAccess, /J, Overmght 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Werner, Donna: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, | J: 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A. 


Wernli, Bart: Floatplanes/Seapianes—Access, / J; Overmght 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislanon—NPS Systen. 2A; Partnerships— 

Partnerships, 1B: Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Werntz, Dave: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Lamuts and Permuts, 1W, 1H: 


Park Operanons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Werntz, Jane A.: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Pioatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, 1 F. 1B; 
Houseboats— Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W. 
Park Operavons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Werth, Bethany D.: Access—=/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Sceaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F: 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limuts and Permuts, 1H, |W. 
Park Operations—F acilines and Equipment, 1A 

Westcott, Christina M.: Access—/niegrated Use. 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Ploatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B. 1F, Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
IW. 1H; Pask Operations—f ~~‘lities and E.juipment, 1A 


Westhold, Jami: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A: 
Park Legislanon—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Whitacre, E.C. Jr.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 
Overmght and Day Use Sites—Visttor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legisiation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships — 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


White, Dawn M.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, / J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Use Zone, 3B; Flostplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, IF; 
Houseboats— Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H 


Park Operations—-Facilines and Equipment, 1A 

Whitman, Aimee D.: Access—/ntegraied Use, 2D. Special 
Use Zone. 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, |W. 
Park Operatons—Facilines and Equpmeni, 1A 


Wichter, Rev. Michael D.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overmght and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A, Park Legislatiion—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wick, David: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Pioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboais—Houseboat Limits and Permits, |W, 1H: 
No-Wake Areas—Support No- Wake Areas, JA; Park 

and Equpmen: |A, Snow- 
mobiles—Access; Trails—Trails, 1A 


Wignall, Bruce: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legsiation—NPS System, 2A, Partnerships— 
Partershaps, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wikstrom, Gunnar Jr.: Floatplanes/Scaplanes—Access, | J. 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Wiles, Jeffrey L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limuts and Permits, 1H, |W, 


Park Oneranons—Faciliies and Equipment, 1A 
Willey, Bruce: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, |], 1A 
Wiley, Carel A.: Access—integrated Use, 2D, Special Use 

Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 


Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permuts, 1H, |W. 
Park Operanons—Facilines and Equipment, 1A 


Wiley, Dewn: , 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 


Wilhelm, Jane P.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, IJ; 


aeltneiaeitinendiabonn iA 


Willette, Brady: Access—Park Access, !C; Houseboats— 
Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1A; Overmght and Day 
Use Sites—Number of Sues, 2D 


Williams, Aileen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J, 
Overmght and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinanons, 7A, 
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Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Williams, C.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Williams, Jennifer J.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Williams, Judith and Guy: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Williams, Kelly: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /A 


Williams, Mary: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Williams, Robert H.: Access—Park Access, 1H; 
Appendixes—Glossary, 1A; Houseboats—Graywater, 
6B; Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1D, 1A, 1D; Park 
Legislation—Legislative Intent, 1C; Planning Process— 
Process and Plan, 2G; Research and Data—/nadequate 
Research, 1E; Visitation Numbers, 2F 


Willis, Jennifer P.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Wilshire, Howard G.: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Wilson, Judith F.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Wilson, Susanna: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Winget, William Bryan: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seapianes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Winkler, Katherine: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—-Access, 1D; 
No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Snowmobiles—Access, 1A 


Witmer, Cate E.: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 


Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Witt, Nancy A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System. 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Witte, Diane R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A, 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wittman, Charley: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Witzig, Fred 


Woerheide, John: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, /J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A: 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships-— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, /C 


Wohlauer, Gabriele E.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1B, 1F; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1H, 1W; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Wohnotta, Mike: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, ! J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Woitas, Therese: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wojahn, Barbara: Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Wojciechowski, Robert J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wolf, Kathleen: ss, 1J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wolff, Sara: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wolford, Chas. A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Won, Yhoumey: Access—/nitegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
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Wood, Dave: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, JA 


Wood-Hull, Larry D.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; IF, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Woodburn, Robert: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Woodman, Jean L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Woodward, Mary H.: Access—Ziniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; 1B, IF; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1 W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Worshek, Frank G.: Access—Iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Wotipka, Scott W.: Access—iniegrated Use, 2D; Special 
Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Wouters, Danny: Access—Z/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1 F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W, 1H; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Wright, Jim L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, / J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wright, Wilbur and Elinor: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—-NPS System, 2A; Partnerships—- 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wrobel, Chuck and Rachel: Houseboats—Houseboat Limits 
and Permits, 1A; Overnight Permits/Fees/ Reserva- 
tions—Reservation System for Overnight Use, 1A 


Wyberg, Bryan L.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wyberg, Kenneth: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 'D, /J; 
No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1A; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1A, 1C 


Wyberg, Sharon J.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1D, 1 J; 
No-Wake Areas—Support No-Wake Areas, 1/\; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 


Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, IC, 1A, 1B; 
Trails—Trails, 1A 


Wydra, Jan: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Wydzga, Alexandra M.: Access—Zintegraied Use, 2D; 
Special Use Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/ Seaplanes—Access, 
1F, 1B; Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 
1W, 1H; Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, !A 


Wyeth, Nathan: Access—/niegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Wyrostok, Chuck: Access—Z/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Yacalis, Yeaa L.: Access—ZIniegrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Yaeger, R.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Yeagley, Rebekah M.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites-——Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Yenter, Brian: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and [ay Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation-—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Yingling, David G. Jr.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Young, Robert A.: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Zadis, Peter: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Snowmobiles—- 
Access, 1C; Wilderness—Wilderness Issues, 1A 


Zan, Paula: Access—/ntegrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 
3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, 1F; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1W; 1H; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 


Zander, David and Helen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 
1J; Overnight and Day Use Sites— Visitor Destinations, 
7A; Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 
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Zane, Janis: Access—Integrated Use, 2D; Special Use Zone, 


3B; Flsatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1B, | F; 
Hous:boats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 


Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 
Zehoski, Sarah 


Zeller, Sg: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles-—Access, 1C 


Zhao, Jian: 1J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Zieger, G. E.: Floatpianes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; Overnight 
and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; Park 
Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snow:nobiles—Access, 1C 


Zimmerman, Edward: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, | J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—-Visitor Destinations, 7A; 


Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Zimmerman, Ray 


Zinder, David: Access—Special Use Zone, 3B; Fioatplanes/ 
Seaplanes—Access, 1F, 1K; Houseboats—Houseboat 
Limits and Permits, 1H; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Zinn, Robert K.: Access—integraied Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F, 1B; 
Houseboats—Houseboat Limits and Permits, 1H, 1W; 
Park Operations—Facilities and Equipment, 1A 

Ziomek, Karen: Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 J; 
Overnight and Day Use Sites—Visitor Destinations, 7A; 
Park Legislation—NPS System, 2A; Partnerships— 
Partnerships, 1B; Snowmobiles—Access, 1C 


Zuck, David L.: Access—integrated Use, 2D; Special Use 
Zone, 3B; Floatplanes/Seaplanes—Access, 1 F 
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Bulatek, Kevin and Colleen 


CESS Bajor, Dr. George F. Bunch, Van 
AC Bajwa, Neil S. Burchard, Robert P. 
ISSUE 1: PARK ACCESS Balfrey-Boyd, Brevin W Burchell’s Moosehom Resort 
Ball, Daniel H. Burek, Karey J. 
Brunson, Kory T Barbee, Chris Burke, Sean 
Cronin, David J Bare, Thomas M Burkhart, David 
Dugas, Leo Barnard, Bruce Burkley, Michael P 
Eiowesth, Kenneth Bartos, Jim Burns, Dr. Terry Burns 
Keochiching County Board, Public Bates, Robert K. Burns, Stephen A. 
Bauman, Kevin K Bursell, Ben 
Krayer, Barry Bazzell, D. Buss, Jason A. 
Mahle, Joan Beer, Alan D. Byrd, Bobby M. 
Ment, D. 3. Bell, Bryan C. Cacia Sr., David A. 
Miscault, Joyce Bell, Gregg Cahall, Richard 
Minnesota Office of Tourism Bender, Chris C Callier, Laura E. 
Peterson, Mike and Karen Bender, Mark E. Camp, Edwin F. Jr 
Pihiman, Dewey R. Bendle, Daniel Campbell, Kelle-Anne J 
Pollock, Bob Bentley, Don and Linda Canfield, Kerry S. 
Potter, Ed C. Benton, Clayton J Canning, Stephen 
Potter, Sady Beran, Michael J. Capra, Stephen 
Seadstrom, Kethioen _ Bergman, Brenda Cargman, Jered 
Seaplane Pilots Association , Berigan, William J. Carney, Diane 
Seigicy. Benjamin and Catherine Betz, Faith Patterson Carpenter, Lisa A. 
Simon, Larry and Denise Betz, Mark Carrick, Bess B 
St. Louis County Bevis, Shannon R. Cascio, Mary C. 
Teckel, Russell Jr. Bianchi, Nicholas S Casey, Thomas E. 
Ven Deusen, Bud Biehl, Mark A. Caterson, Denee 
Wwiltette, Seady Birch Grove Resort Cecile, Scott A. 
Willioms, Robert H. Bjorum, Richard Cedar Cove Campsites & Resort 
Blair, Robert S. Cerilo, Cirila 
ISSUE 2: INTEGRATED USE Blair, Theresa E. Chadwick, Colleen D 
, Bleakney, Amy B Chambley, Jackie S 
—_—— Bluewater Network Chamerda, Robert S 
Ad ki Robert E. Jr Blum, Bruce I. . Chasse, Joseph R. 
Aderhol , on a Boorman, Benjamin G. Chrissy 
Albers Ti mothy J Boorman, John Christensen, Kenneth A 
_- : Boretz, Adam F. Christie, Jim Jr 
yay se oa Borovansky, Jenna S. Ciggiano, Jenna L. 
Po ly Ae Botto, Robert B. Clark, Ken P 
‘ Biadbury, Arthur Clark, Liz 
ry ~ Bradshaw, Michael Clark, William J. Jr. 
And ‘ TA Brady, Jason M. Cleveland, George M. Jr 
And , Thomas Bredeson, Craig Clotworthy, Shawn 
: Bribitzer-Stull, Matthew P. Clusin, Cliff A. 
Andres, ay Briner, Mary Lou Coates, William J. 
— ~ fetto. Marie J Bronson, Valerie K. Coker, Jonathon 
Antos. John H , Broska, James Coldren, Cade L. 
“ M eee Brown, Carle L. Collinge, Peter 
Aah River Teeth Commesciel Ch sroun, Deliv Cotten, Set 00. 
Atch Olivia Brown, Douglas Combs, Byron F. 
coma ; Brown, Mark A. Cone, Frances M. 
Augustines, Demetrie L Brown, Terry Convention & Visitors Bureau 
oe “4 Broz, Dr. John S. Corriere, Caryn L. 
— a E. Bruke, Richard J . Cox, Chadwick 
B ntesioen Nancy R. Bruthfus, Lorraine Cox, Chnis M. 
Bachr. M patie M Bryant, Tamera Coyne, Kristian R. 
Bail Joseph K Bubala, Lou Craig, Christopher P. 
we Buchanan, John I. Craig, William C. 
Bait-n-Bite 


Cram, Dr. and Mrs. Barclay M. 
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Elisworth, Kevin J. 
Ellyson, G. J. 
Elton, Wallace M. 
Embry, Judith 
English, Robert E. 
Enhelder, Brianne 
Erb, Jay 

Ericson, Mike and Roni 
Espinosa, Mario 
Faber, Joyce E. 
Faehner, Bryan M. 


Grace, Raymond M. 
Grandview - Tall Timber Resort 
Granlund, Mark J. 
Grant, Brad C. 

Gray, Karen B. 

Green, William E. 
Gregg, Chester W. 
Gregg, Wendy L. 
Gregoire, Julie 

Grimes, Dr. Anna L. 
Groom, Ralph W. Jr. 
Grubbs, Sharon L. 
Gudmundson, David L. 
Hacker, Scott C. 
Haddick, Diane 
Hamilton, Christopher I. 
Hamilton, Healy 
Hansen, Beverly A. 


Ingwalson, Brenda 
Irvine, Nick A. 
Jacobson, Barb 
Jamieson, Alex 
Jankovic, Marie 
Janusko, Robert J. 
Jarrett, Linda L. 
Jenkins, Mark D. 
Jennings, Linda A. 
Jennings, Sharon D. 
Jiobu, Laurie 

Johnson, Bill 

Johnson, Denny 
Johnson, Matthew Robert 
Johnson, Samuel B. 
Johnston, Timothy J. 
Jonas, Dr. Ken L 
Jones, Keasiey 

Jones, Steve A. 
Juknialis, Barbara 
Kabetogama Lake Association 
Kalinowski, Arlene W. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


79 








Lipnik, Lisa D. 
Littell, Todd J. 
Litton, Amy 

Lloyd, Meredee 
Lombardo, Joseph V. 


Miller, Dusty L. 

Miller, Emily B. 

Miller, Jennifer and Neil 
Miller, Wister 

Minowa, Craig 

Minnesota Office of Tourism 
Mo, Angela 

Moiseyev, Maya R. 

Montes de Oca, Laura 
Montgomery County Student 


Parker, Vaughan 
Parkinson, William Q. 
Parnell, Sean R. 
Parsons, Erma J. 
Patel, Nick M. 
Patsis, Elizabeth 
Pellegrino, Jeffrey L. 
Pellettiere, Marc 
Penney, Sheila A. 
Perkins, Dorene E. 
Perkins, John M. 
Perry, Seth W. 
Peters, Patrick S. 
Phillips, Ali 
Pilewski, Ryan E. 
Pine Aire Resort 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
80 








Index of Comment: Letters by Topic: Access 





Rosenbery, Gregg A. 
Rosenblatt, Dr. Jon E. 
Roslen, Ronald S. 
Ross, Brian W. 
Rouse, Scott 

Rowell, Kevin 
Rowland, Stephanie R. 
Rule, Juliann 

Ruscoe, Dean 
Rutkowski, Robert E. 
Rutschow, Dale C. 
Ryan, Patrick J. 
Ryder, Eileen R. 
Sadowsky, Richard L. 
Saikevych, Irene A. 
Sain, Kimberly L. 


Smith, Mike and Ruth 
Smock, Dr. Michael G. 
Snell, Thomas C. 
Snyder, Pamela R. 
Solano, Marie-Dolores 
Somalwar, Sunil V. 


Stahl, Edgar 
Steele, William K. 
Steitz, Jim 
Stewart, Dr. Tom 
Stewart, lain F. 
Stewart, Robert A. 
Stockman, Sharon 
Stone, George T. 


Story, Donald D. 
Strader, Eilen and Lee 
Strauss, Christopher E. 
Strik, Nicolaas T. 
Stull, Walter J. 
Styles, Ronda J. 


Van Wick’en, Betty J. 

Vanderleelie, Roy 

Vaswani, Kumar 

Velez, Doris Jean M. 

Vertrees, Gerald J. 

Vice, Daniel R. 

Vignere, Joel G. 

Von Trapp, Curtis R. 

Voorhies, Marilyn S. 

Voorhies, William R. 

Voyageur Country Houseboat 
Operators Association 

Voyageurs Adventures 

Wald, Johanna H. 

Waldron, Steven C. 

Walker, Philip M. 

Walters, Sandra F. 

Ward, Aurelie L. 

Ward, Jason G. 

Watkins, Donna L 

Watson's Harmony Beach 

Webb, Bradley P. 

Weed. Wever D. 

Weiss, Devrin D. 

Werntz, Dave 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


8] 








Werntz, Jane A. Bait-n-Bite Burchard, Robert P 
Werth, Bethany D Bajor, Dr. George F. Burchell's Moosehorn Resort 
Wesicott, Christina M. Bajwa, Neil S. Burek, Karey J 
White, Randall F Balfrey-Boyd, Brevin W Burke, Sean 
Whitman, Aimee D Ball, Daniel H. Burkhart, David 
Wick, David Barbee, Chris Burkley, Michael P 
Wiles, Jeffrey L. Bare, Thomas M. Burns, Dr. Terry Burns 
Wiley, Carol A. Barnard, Bruce Burns, Stephen A. 
Wilke, John A. Bartos, Jim Bursell, Ben 
Will, Dave Bates, Robert K. Buss, Jason A. 
Williams, Jennifer J Bauman, Kevin K. Byrd, Bobby M 
Willis, Jennifer P Bazzell, D. Caccia Sr., David A. 
Wilshire, Howard G Beer, Alan D. Cahali, Richard 
Wilson, Judith F Bell, Bryan C. Callier, Laura E. 
Winget, William Bryan Bell, Gregg Camp, Edwin F. Jr 
Witmer, Cate E. Belleman, B. Ann Campbell, Kelle-Anne ! 
Wohiauer, Gabriele E. Bender, Chris C. Canfield, Kerry S. 
Won, Yhoumey Bender, Mark E. Canning, Stephen 
Wood-Hull, Larry D. Bendle, Daniel Capra, Stephen 
Woodman, Jean L. Bentley, Don and Linda Cargman, Jered 
Woodward, Mary H Benton, Clayton J Carlson, Patty 
Worshek, Frank G Beran, Michael J Carney, Diane 
Wotipka, Scou W Bergman, Brenda Carpenter, Lisa A. 
Wouters, Danny Berigan, William J. Carrick, Bess B 
Wydzga, Alexandra M Betz, Faith Patterson Carron, Reid and Becky Rom 
Wyeth, Nathan Betz, Mark Cascio, Mary C 
Wyrostok, Chuck Bevis, Shannon R. Caterson, Denee 
Yacalis, Yeaa L. Bianchi, Nicholas S. Cecile, Scott A. 
Zadis, Peter Biehl, Mark A. Cedar Cove Campsites & Resort 
Zan, Paula Bier, Cheliney Cerilo, Cirila 
Zane, Janis Birch Grove Resort Chadwick, Colleen D 
Zinn, Robert K Blair, Robert S. Chamber of Commerce 
Zuck, David L. Blair, Theresa E. Chambiey, Jackie $ 
Bleakney, Amy B. Chamerda, Robert S 
: SPECIAI ZONE Blum, Bruce I. Chasse, Joseph R. 
ISSUE 3: Use Boorman, Benjamin G. Christensen, Kenneth A. 
Abell, Robin A. Boorman Christie, Jim Jr 
Adams, Brad Boretz, Adam F. Ciggiano, Jenna L. 
Adamski, Robert E. Jr. Borovansky, Jenna S. Clark, Ken P. 
Aderhold, Steven Botto, Robert B. Clark, Liz 
Albers, Timothy J. Bradbury, Arthur Clark, William J. Jr. 
Ali Sr., Syed Ghazanfar Bradshaw, Michael Clements, Gary 
Alper, Gregory B Brady, Jason M Cleveland, George M. Jr 
Anderson, Allan C Brazil, Dan Clotworthy, Shawn 
Anderson, Douglas P Bredeson, Craig Clusin, Cliff A. 
Anderson, Evan L. Bribitzer-Stull, Matthew P. Coates, William J. 
Anderson, Gary Briner, Mary Lou Coker, Jonathon 
Anderson, Gloria-Jeanne Bronson, Valerie K. Coldren, Cade L. 
Andres, Tracy Broska, James Collinge, Peter 
Aniello, Pete Brown, Carle L. Colton, Seth M. 
Antobenedetto, Marie J. Brown, Deidre Combs, Byron F. 
Antos, John H. Brown, Douglas Cone, Frances M. 
Arcurio, Melissa Brown, Mark A. Corriere, Caryn L. 
Ash River Trail Commercial Club Brown, Terry Cox, Chadwick 
Atcherson, Olivia Broz, Dr. John S. Cox, Chris M. 
Augustinos, Demetrie L. Bruke, Richard J. Coyne, Kristian R. 
Awtrey, David C. Bruthfus, Lorraine Craig, Christopher P. 
Ayers, Stephani L. Bryant, Tamera Craig, William C. 
Bachelder, Thomas E. Bubala, Lou Cram, Dr. and Mrs. Barclay M. 
Badovinac, Nancy R. Buchanan, John I. Crenshaw, Charles L. 
Baehr, Matthew M. Bulatek, Kevin and Colleen Croll, Phillip M. 
Bail, Joseph K. Bunch, Van Crouch, David W. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


82 





Index of Comment Letiers by Topic: Access 





Eliswons, Brian 
Elisworth, Kenneth 
Elisworth, Kevin J. 
Ellyson, G. J. 
Elton, Wallace M. 
Embry, Judith 
English, Robert E. 
Enhelder. Brianne 
Erb, Jay 

Espinosa, Mario 
Faber. Joyce E. 


Grandview - Tall Timber Resort 
Granlund, Mark J. 
Grant, Brad C. 
Gray, Karen B. 
Green, William E. 
Gregg, Chester W. 
Gregg, Wendy L. 
Gregoire, Julie 
Grimes, Dr. Anna L. 
Groom, Ralph W. Jr. 
Grubbs, Sharon L. 


Jari At, Linda L. 
Jayne, Gerald A. 
Jenkins, Mark D. 
Jennings, Linda A. 
Jennings, Sharon D. 
Jiobu, Laurie 
Johnson, Bill 





VOLUME 2. COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
8&3 








Middleton, Paula 
Miller, Bart P. 











Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Access 








VOLUME 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


8&5 





ENVIRONMENT 


ISSUE 1: NATURAL 
RESOURCES 


Minnesota Office of Tourism 


ISSUE 1: GLOSSARY 


Heanng 
Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
Soensiietl 
Willams, Rober H. 


BOATS ON INTERIOR 
LAKES 


ISSUE 1: FEES AND BOATS 


CONCESSIONS AND 
VISITOR SERVICES 
ISSUE 1: KETTLE FALLS 
Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Chamber of Commerce 
Rainy Lake Houseboats 
St. Louis County 


ISSUE 2: VISITOR SERVICES 


Anderson, Allan C. 

Ash River Trail Commercial Club 
Bait-n-Bite 

Birch Grove Reson 

Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Deer Horn Resort 

Eagle Wing Resort 

Four Winds Reson 

Gr andview - Tall Timber Reson 
Hyatt, Henry 

Kabetogama Lake Association 
Kec'’s Kove 

Lakeview Reson 


Clark, Liz 
DeMarrais, Judith B. 
ENTRY AND USER FEES 


ISSUE 1: IMPLEMENTING 
ENTRY AND USER FEES 


Chamber of Commerce 
Citizens Task Force on Alternatives 





VOLUME 2? COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


86 





Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Floatplanes / Seaplanes 





Beissel, Don L. 


Hn 
mo z , ) 


Bendle, Daniel 





Vouime 2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


87 








Biersach, Herbert 
Birch Grove Resort 
Biscay, Robert 
Bissell, Beryl 

Blair, Robert S. 
Blair, Theresa E. 
Blake, Donald W. 
Blanchard, Nancy 
Bleakney, Amy B. 
Bleyle, Derek J. 
Bloch, Brad 

Block, R. M. 
Blubaum, Susan 
Blue, Brent 

Blum, Daniel 

Boden, Charlotte 
Bogard, Connie and Steve 
Boogren, Jill 
Boorman, Benjamin G. 
Boorman, John 
Boretz, Adam F. 
Bork, George 
Borovansky, Jenna S. 
Botto, Robert B. 


Breton, Steven R. 
Bribitzer-Stull, Matthew P. 
Briest, Jen 

Briner, Mary Lou 
Bristol, Brian P. 
Bristol, James H. 
Bronson, Valerie K. 
Broska, James 
Brower, Francis X. 
Brown, Carle L. 
Brown, Craig E. 
Brown, Deidre 
Brown, Douglas 
Brown, Gary 


Bruce, Donald 

Bruke, Richard J. 
Bruthfus, Lorraine 
Bryant, Tamera 
Brynstad, Dennis 
Bubala, Lou 
Buchanan, John I. 
Buck, Roy 

Buehler, Milo 

Buhler, Melissa K. 
Bulatek, Kevin and Colleen 
Bunch, Van 

Burchard, Robert P. 
Burchell’s Moosehorm Resort 
Burdick, Cadene 
Burek, Karey J. 

Burek, Karey J. 

Burk, Sarah 

Burke, Sean 

Burkhart, David 
Burkley, Michael P. 
Burman, Joshua 
Burmeister, Rev. Clyde and Pat 
Burns, D. K. 

Burns, Dr. Terry Burns 
Burns, Stephen A. 
Bursell, Ben 

Buss, Jason A. 

Byrd, Bobby M. 
Caccia Sr., David A. 
Cahall, Richard 


Cerilo, Cirilz 
Chadwick, Colleen L. 
Chamber of Com: :.erce 
Chambley, Jackie S. 


Chamerda, Robert S. 
Chasse, Joseph R. 
Chellen, Nels H. 
Child, Nancy 
Chovan, Joe 
Christensen, Kenneth A. 
Christensen, Mary 
Christenson, Mark 
Christiansen, Jo Ellen 
Christie, Jim Jr. 
Christman, Julie 
Church, Jack 

Church, Joanne J. 
Ciggiano, Jenna L. 


Cinquemani, Dorothy K. Ph.D. 


Clapper-Rentz, Leslie 
Clark, Ken P. 

Clark, Liz 

Clark, William J. Jr. 
Clarke, Elizabeth 
Clausen, Elizabeth 


Coates, William J. 


Conner, Gary J. 
Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Cook, Elsie 


Craig, Gary P. 
Craig, William C. 


Cram, Dr. and Mrs. Barclay M. 





a —— 


CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





_ >. = 


Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Floatplanes / Seaplanes 








Ditrich, Colleen 
Dittmar, Russ 
Ditzman, Timothy D. 
Dix, Peter K. 

Dixon, Marlin B. 
Dockendorf, Mary 
Dodge, Diane 
Dodson, Lynn 
Doehlent, David 
Donatell, Robert C. 
Donegan, Lois M. 
Donnelly, Brian 
Doring, Bruce R. 
Dorn, Jason M. 
Dornblaser, Mark 
Dornfeld, Debra Lee 
Douglas, D. Ann 
Dovenberg, Jean Marie 


Ellis, Rudolph 
Ellsworth, Brian 
Elisworth, Kevin J. 
Ellyson, G. J. 
Elmer, Sarah 
Elton, Wallace M. 
Embry, Judith 
Emery, Dora L. 
Emery, K. 

Emster, D. 
Engelke, Susan 
English, Robert E. 


Eniielder, Brianne 
Enquist, Janet 
Epp, Henry D. 
Erb, Jay 

Erdoes, Jeffrey C. 
Erhard, Beverly 


Eschweiler, Geneva S. 
Espinosa, Mario 
Estrand-Acevedo 
Faber, Joyce E. 
Faehner, Bryan M. 
Fairbanks, Marlys 
Fallander, Susan R. 
Fargione, Joseph 
Farmer, Pauline L. 
Farnham, James W. 
Farrell, Courtney A. 
Farrell, Patrick J. 
Feig, Denise 

Feind, Shelley 


Fitzgibbon, Michael C. 
Fleener, Judy 
Fleming, Russell and Lisa 
Flinn, Brian L. 
Florine, Karl J. 

Florio, Dawn M. 
Flowers, Bobbie D. 
Folkerts, Brian 
Folimuth, Marion A. 
Fong, Alison L. 
Fontenot, Donald W. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


89 


CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Forbes, Bruce 
Ford, Kevin J. Sr. 
Forliti, Deanna 
Forneris, Ms. E. L. 
Forrest, Karyn 
Forsythe, Edward M. 
Four Winds Resort 
Fowler, Beverly A. 
Fraizmeier, Martin D. 
Francis, Gene and Pat 
Francis, Susan 
Franzen, Gary 
Frautschy, Henry G. 
Freese, Lisanne 
Freshwater, Judy 
Freund, Timothy P. 
Frey, Shawn and Luanna 
Friberg, Richard F. 
Fried, Charles 
Friel, Bernard P. 
Friends of the Boundary Waters 
Wilderness 


Gilbert, Tracy T. 
Gilbertson, Mrs. Milton 


Goswick, Jeff 

Gould, Richard 
Grace, Raymond M. 
Graf, Martine 
Grandview - Tall Timber Resort 
Granlund, Mark J. 
Gram, Brad C. 
Graves, Robert 

Gray, Benjamin 
Gray, Donald 

Gray, Karen B. 
Green, William E. 
Gregg, Chester W. 
Gregg, Wendy L. 
Gregoire, Julie 
Grimes, Dr. Anna L. 
Groom, Ralph W. Jr. 
Groschen, Robert P. 
Gross, Karen Sue 
Grover, David 
Grubbs, Sharon L. 
Gudmundson, David L. 
Gustafson, Duane E. 
Gustafson, Susan M. 
Gustafson, Tim 
Guthmueller, Dennis 
Hacker, Carolyn 
Hacker, Scott C. 
Haddick, Diane 
Haemig, Mary Jane 
Haines, Joseph A. 
Hamilton, Christopher I. 
Hamilton, Healy 
Hamilton, Patricia M. 
Hammer, Marilyn V. 
Hammer, Neil 

Hanes, Lisa A. 
Hanna, Dennis 
Hannan, Nancy 
Hansen, Beverly A. 
Hansen, Joseph Victor 
Hansen, MariJane 


Hawkins, Mike 


Hayes, Sara 

Haynes, George 
Haynes, John M. 
Heacock, Robert D. 
Heckert, Dwight G. 
Hed, Scott J. 
Heiland, Carol M. 
Heily, James 
Heimkes, John B. 
Heiny, Dean R. 
Helfman, Mike 
Helmrich, Jon 
Helton, Ryan D. 
Hemberger, Barb 
Hembree, James A. 
Henderson, Clarence 
Hendren, Dennis R. 
Henrickson, Rose 
Hensley, Samantha 
Henwood, Christine 
Heppelmann, Edward 
Herath-Veiby, Gail C. 
Herdina, Deloris 


Hill, Max E. 

Hiltner Honzik, Diane 
Hinitz, Marcia L. 
Hinkle, John and Lisanne Freese 
Hirsch, Sandra K. 

Hitt, Mary L. 

Hjort, Richard 

Hoch, Deborah 
Hocking, Ivy 

Hodel, Marc C. 
Hodgson, Mrs. Katherine E. 
Hoffman, Jeff D. 
Hoffman, Lisa 
Hoffman, Mary 
Hofmann, William P. 
Hoisve, Rae 

Hokanson, George C. 
Holbeck, Sharon 
Holbrook, Viola 
Holden, Matt 

Holland, Karyn Helfrich 
Hollerbach, Jocelyn 
Holmen, Ellis 

Holmes, Donald 
Holmquist, Dolores 
Holt, Matthew 

Holton, Susan 
Holtzman, Bonnie 
Homer, Robert P. 








Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Floatplanes / Seaplanes 





Honer, Stephen 
Honkomp, Ray and Karen 
Honnold, Raymond and Karen 
Hope, R. Kiffin 
Hopkins, Paul C. 
Horowitz, Esq., Tina A. 
Horton, Deonne D. 
Houghton, David C. 
Howd, David M. 
Howe, Joshua J. 
Hoyt, Pam 

Hubbard, Bruce 
Huber, Franklin J. 
Hudock, Chris 
Huey, Terry 
Hughes, Carroll G. 
Hull, Paul 

Hulme, Lucy V. 
Hultgren, Douglas C. 
Humphry, Chad M. 
Hunter, Cheryl 
Huset, Louis 
Hustad, Margaret 
Huston, Guy 

Huta, Yun I. 
Hutchison, John T. 
Hyland, Michael P. 
Ickes, Henry A. 
Ingersoll, Dr. Henry 
Ingwalson, Brenda 
Irish, Donald P. 
Irvine, Nick A. 
Jacobson, Barb 
Jamieson, Alex 
Jankovic, Marie 
Janusko, Robert J. 
Jarrett, Linda L. 
Jayne, Gerald A. 
Jeffries, Lynne 
Jelinski, Deborah 


Johnson, Matthew Robert 
Johnson, Paul 
Johnson, Rania 
Johnson, Samuel B. 
Johnson, Sue 

Johnson, Terry A. 
Johnson, Therold 
Johnson, Vicki 
Johnston, Sherwood A. 
Johnston, Timothy J. 
Jonas, Dr. Ken L. 
Jones, Annika 

Jones, Jennifer 

Jones, Keasley 

Jones, Steve A. 

Joyce, James A. 
Juknialis, Barbara 
Julian, Joe R. 

Junker, Doug 

Just, Phyllis E. 

Justice, Earle W. 
Kabetogama Lake Association 
Kaeter, Jan 
Kahlenbeck, Dorothy 
Kaldis, Nick 
Kalinowski, Arlene W. 


Kampsola, Ruth and Marvin 
Kamstra, Alvin 

Kane, Jerry 
Kannenberg, Richard L. 
Kapecki, Jon A. 

Karel, Eugene F. 

Karns, Kay L. 

Kaspar, Patricia J. 
Kasten, Donald J. 
Kaszas, Janet 

Katz, Ralph M. 
Kavanaugh, James P. 
Kazarow, Patricia 


Khalsa, Dr. Mha Atma S. 
Khanna, Sunil 

Kilby, Howard G. 

Kille, Stephen L. 

Killian, Dawn 


Kilmer, Tom 
Kimbrough, Jayce L. 
Kimpel, Richard W. 
King, Andrew 
King, Jean 
King, Jeanette 
Kinney, W. Carleton Jr. 
Kirk, Jill 
Kirsch, Glenn L. 
Kissel, Monique 
Kittilson, Bruce and Elizabeth 
Kittinger, Joe W. 
Kitzman, Irene R. 
Kiawiter, Brian 
Klein, Barry T. 
Klein, Kathy 
Kleist, Douglas A. 
Kleven, Stan 
Klobucar, John 
Klopp, Cecilia 
Klutzke, Kenneth R. 
Knick, Christine 
Knoch, Carl R. 
Knopp, William D. 
Knox, Allyson 
Knudsen, Ellen M. 
Knutson, Ruth C. 
Koch, Shane S. 
Koeder, Gary 
Koenigsberg, Jacob O. 
Kofman, Boris B. 
Koler, Monica I. 
Koochiching County Board, Public 
Hearing 
Kooiker, John L. 


Kyslia, Jurene 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
9] 


CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Kytola, L. 
Lakeview Resort 
Laliberte, John 
Lamke, Richard W. 
Lampe, Patricia 
Landgren, H. J. 
Lane, Brad 

Lane, Nancy S. 
Lang, Howard 
Langerak, Edward 
Lani, Andrea E. 
Larsen, Krystal H. 
Larsen, Nils E. 
Larson, Harold M. 
Larson, Harold V. 
Larson, Robert E. 
Larson, Robert M. 
Larza, Ricardo 
Latia, Chuck 
Lauber, Alex and Karen 
Lauritsen, Nancie R. 


Littell, Todd J. 
Little, Matthew 
Litton, Amy 


Lovejoy, Nancy S. 
Lovely, William P. Jr. 
Lowe, Edward 
Lowther, Lori 


Magill, John 

Magill, Robert T. 
Mahle, Joan 

Maitland, Doris 

Major, Lisa S. 

Maki, Wayne and Kathryn 
Malides, Paul 
Malkerson, Joel W. 
Malone, John 

Maloney, Emma P. 
Maloney, Ken and Julie 
Maloney, Paul L. 
Malucelli, Andy M. 
Mann, Richard 
Manville, Katherine M. 
Marino, Dominic R. 


Mark, Herbert S. 
Marquardt, Betty 
Marquit, Doris G. 
Marr, Howard T. 
Marsh, Helen E. 
Marshall, H. A. 
Marshall, Paul F. 
Martin, A. T. 

Martin, Dave 

Martin, Lorraina P. 
Martz, Dori E. 

Marx, James A. 
Marxen, Nancy 
Mashuga, Dennis 
Mason, Julia O. 
Mason, Vivian 
Massie, J. B. 
Matarazzo, Sharon A. 
Mateer, Bob and Bernie 
Mathews, Mary 
Matthew, Elaine 
Matthews, Barbara L. 
Mattson, Dr. D. S. 
Mattson, Suzanne 
Maue, Bonnie 
Mauliffe, Gisele 
Maunder, Julia and Mark 
Maxwell, Cynthia 
May, Cheven 

Mayer, Joe 
Mazzitelli, Kim 

Mc Near, Virginia 
McAfee, Skyli 
McArdle, John 


McLaughlin, Louise 
McMillen, Mimi 
Medicine Eagle, Brooke 
Meinhard, Robert 
Meints, Jerry K. 
Meisky, Dorothy M. 
Meline, Barbara 








Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Floatplanes / Seaplanes 





Morton, Allan S. 
Morton, Emma 

Moss, Miriam 

Moss, Paul 

Moverman, Elizabeth A. 
Mowery, John P. 
Mueller, Erich R. 
Mullaney, Daniel T. 
Mulligan, Margie 
Mundt, Cathy 

Murphy, John and Irma 
Murphy, John P. 
Murphy, Mr. and Mrs. Leonard M. 
Murphy, Patrick L. 
Murray, Phil 

Myers, Dyann 

Myers, Nick E. 

Myers, Nick E. 
Nachman, Paul 

Nagaraj, Mysore G. 


OBrien, F. J. 


OBrien, Jason 
OBnen, Michael P. 
OBrien, Thomas A. 
OTConnor, Alissia N. 
Ogorman, Kevin J. 
Okland, Dennis 


O™Meara, Tiffany L. 

ONeil, Ashley S. 

ONeil, Ashley S. 

ONeill, Sean R. 

Onken, Roger 

Orcholski, Gerald 

OReilley, Mary Ann B. and 
Margaret E. 

OReilly, Nathanael D. 





CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Roesner, Linda C. 
Rom, Bill and Barbara 
Roman, Bruce R. 
Ronning, Jill 

Roscetti, Dennis 
Roscoe, John 

Rose, Don 

Rosenbery, Gregg A. 
Rosenblatt, Dr. Jon E. 








Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Floatplanes / Seaplanes 





Slider, Francis D. Story, Donald D. 
Sloane, Justin T. *rader, Ellen and Lee 
Small, Helen Claire Strand, Deborah 
Smart, Rolland H Strand, Kirsten 
Smith Kohistedt, B. J. Strandell, Barbara 
Smith, Ann E. Straub, An 

Smith, Edward B. Strauss, Christopher E. 
Smith, Gloria W. Strik, Nicolaas T. 
Smith, Jeff A. Strobel, Joan 

Smith, Michael C Strobel, R. F. 

Smith, Mike and Ruth Strohmayer, Dwight and Donella 
Smock, Dr. Michael G Stuart, Jean 
Smrstik, George Stull, Walter J. 
Sneli, Thomas C. Styles, Ronda J. 
Snitgen, Mrs. Robert W. Suchanec, Daphne M 
Snyder, Ivan Sugden, Richard 
Snyder, Pamela R. Sullivan, Patricia A. 
Solano, Marie-Dolores Sutherland, Ron W 
Solano, Marie-Dolores Sutherland, Tern 
Solberg, Lawrence Swanson, Carl A. 
Solberg, Monte J Swearingen, David J 
Somal war, Sunil V Sweet, Richard C. 
Sonnek, Joy Swenson, Linnea 
Sonneville, David and Diane Swift, Mark A. 
Sopoci, Julie Swigart, Anne H 
Sorenson, David Sykes, Kristen M 
Sotak, Laura Syring, Jeffrey 
Souza, Wanda R Szendrey, Tom and Julie 
Spaulding, Gary Szponer, Fred 
Speer, Lindsay E. Talbot, Ed and Terry 
Spencer, Cheryl A. Tanner, Dawn 
Spencer, Lorelle Tanzer, Claudia 
Spotts, Richard A. Tavernier, Marcy 
Spotts, Sarah M. Taylor, Chris 
Spratt, Henry G. Taylor. Lee 
Sprayregen, Ann Taylor, Mike 
Spurgin, Robert Taylor, Robert W. Sr 
St. Clair, Jeanne and Bill Taylor, William 

St. Pierre, Antoinette Teich, Robert 
Stagman, Robert G Tennison, Lois 
Stahl, Edgar Theim Busch, Lori 
Stallkamp, Janelle Theis, Stella 

Steele, William K. Thelen, Natalie 
Steiner, Susan Thiele, Charles M 
Steitz, Jim Thoil, J. D. 
Stephenson, Rob Thomas, Jeanne M 
Sterling, Thomas, John 
Stevens, M. Catherine Thomas, Laura Bethany 
Stevens, Rebecca Thompson, Andrea J 
Stewart, Dr. Tom Thompson, Brian 
Stewart, lain F Thompson, Brooke E. 
Stewart, Robert A. Thompson, Donald 
Stimson, Mary Thompson, Gene 
Stobaugh, A. L. Thompson, Mr. and Mrs. N. E. 
Stockman, Sharon Thompson, Steve 
Stockwell, Peggy Thors, J. 

Stokes, Dianne G. Thoumi, Gabriel Andres 
Stone, Christeen M Thrash, Ronald G. 
Stone, Donald L. Tideman, Philip 
Stone, George T. Timmerman, Virginia 
Stone, Robert and Elizabeth Tischer, Kenneth L. 
Stoops, George Tolvstad, Wendy Jo 





Index of Comment Letiers by Topic: Houseboats 








Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Houseboats 








Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Houseboats 





Vallone, Cheryl L. 
Van Loon, Linda 


Pine Ridge Gift Shop 
Pine Tree Cove Resort 
Potter, Ed C. 
Radzak, Patrick M. 
Rainy Lake Houseboats 
Rocky Point Resort 
Tomahawk Resort 
Voyageur Country Houseboat 
Operators Association 
Vuyageurs Adventures 
Watson's Harmony Beach 
Zentner, David F. 


ISSUE 3: ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS OF HC'USEBOATS 


Dessin, Ron 
Dougherty, Bill and June 
Ebeling, Paul 
Ebeling, Peter 











Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
ees 
Williams, Robert H. 


ISSUE 9: SANITATION SYSTEM 
CERTIFICATES 


Hamann, Stan 
Rainy Lake Houseboats 


Wilderness Society 


INTERPRETATION 


ISSUE 1: PROGRAMS AND 
PUBLICATIONS 


Anderson, Allan C. 

Ash River Trail Commercial Club 

Convention & Visitors Bureau 

Dill, David 

Eggen, Fran Ollie 

Hyatt, Henry 

Minnesota/DOT Office of 
Aeronautics 

Rainy Lake Houseboats 


MEDIATION 
ISSUE 1: MEDIATION 
Zentner, David F. 


METHODOLOGIES 


ISSUE 1: FLAWED 
METHODOLOGIES 
Ash River Trail Commercial Club 
Bait-n-Bite 
Birch Grove Resort 
Burchell’s Moosehom Resort 
Buttler, Alan 
Cedar Cove Campsites & Resort 
Deer Horn Resort 


Voyageurs Adventures 

Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
Association 

Watson's Harmony Beach 











Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Overnight and Day Use Sites 





OVERNIGHT AND DAY 
USE SITES 


ISSUE 1: SITE DEVELOPMENT 


Anderson, Allan C. 
Ash River Trail Commercial Club 


Convention & Visitors Bureau 
Dahl, Rick 


Voyageurs Adventures 

Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
: a 

Watson’s Harmony Beach 


ISSUE 2: NUMBER OF SITES 


Chamber of Commerce 
Convention & Visitors Bureau 


Operators 

Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
Association 

Willette, Brady 


ISSUE 3: PARTY SIZE 


Andreasen, David R. 

Ash River Trail Commercial Club 
Bait-n-Bite 

Birch Grove Resort 

Burchell’s Moosehorn Resort 
Buttler, Alan 

Cedar Cove Campsites & Resort 
Chamber of Commerce 

Deer Horn Resort 

Driftwood Lodge Resort 


Voyageurs Adventures 

Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
ree 

Watson's Harmony Beach 


ISSUE 4: USE OF 
UNDEVELOPED SITES 


Belleman, B. Ann 
Buttler, Alan 
Chamber of Commerce 
Clark, Liz 


Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
Association 


ISSUE 5: FIRES AND 
FIREWOOD 


Andreasen, David R. 
Belleman, B. Ann 
Clark, Liz 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
103 


CHAPTER 1: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 








Eggen, Fran Ollie 
Long, Amold 

Rainy Lake Houseboats 
Sandberg, David C. 
St. Louis County 


ISSUE 6: DAY USE 


Biscay, Robert 
Bissell, Beryl 
Blake, Donald W. 
Blanchard, Nancy 
Bleyle, Derek J. 
Bloch, Brad 
Block, R. M. 
Blubaum, Susan 
Blum, Bruce I. 
Blum, Daniel 





Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Overnight and Day Use Sites 





Collier-Ma-:Neil, Ellen A. Durgin, Chad Fried, Charlies 
Conen, Phyl Eagle Wing Resort Friel, Bernard P 
Conley, Sean L. Eastman, Nora Friends of the Boundary Waters 
Conner, Gary J Ebensperger, Sandee Wilderness 
Cook, Elsie Eckman, Matthew Froehlich, Gary and Agnes 
Cook, Wm. Economou, Constantina Funk, Carl 

Coole, Greg Edblom, Merle Gallant, Esther 
Copeland, Shelly and Mark Edwards, Robert Galle, Michael 
Counterman, Jesse Ellis, Rudolph Galt, Margot 
Crackel, Dan Ellsworth, Kevin J Geib, Robert 
Craig, Gary P. Elmer, Sarah Gentry, Richard 
Crane, M.C. Emery, Dora L. Gerstan, Susan 
Crawford, Christine M. Emery, K. Gerth, Stanley 
Crawmer, Mary Emster, D. Gilbertson, Mrs. Milton 
Cruz, Elizabeth S. Enquist, Janet Gillette, Roger 
Culshaw, Katie Epp, Henry D. Gonazalez, Ruth D 
Cupkie, L. F Erhard, Beverly Gordon, Joy Leslie 
Curtin, Patty and Dan Erickson, Carolyn Goring, Chris J 
Daggett, Mrs. Donald E. Erickson, Norman Gossman, Joyce M 
Dahl, Marilyn Erickson, Susan M Gould, Richard 
Dahm, Joseph Erlandson, James Grace, Raymond M 
Dammermann, Arnie Eschweiler, Geneva S Graf, Martine 
Danley, Dorothy Ann Espinosa, Mario Grandview - Tall Timber Resort 
Dantz, Harold D Estrand-Acevedo Gray, Donald 
Davidson, Keith W Fairbanks, Marlys Groschen, Robert P 
Davis, Catherine Farmham, James W Gross, Karen Sue 
Davis, Deborah Farrell, Patrick j. Grover, David 
Daviantes, Nancy A. Feig, Denise Guthmueller, Dennis 
De Groot, Kevin Feind, Shelley Hacker, Carolyn 
De Marais, Cassandra A. Fenske, Andrea Haemig, Mary Jane 
Dean, Betty F Fenton, S.W. and E.S Haines, Joseph A. 
Dean, David Ferber, Richard Hamilton, Patricia M 
Deans, Lt Col Kenneth V. , Delois Hammer, Marilyn V 
Deer Horn Resort Fette, Mrs. Evelyn Hanes, Lisa A. 
Degler, Gustav H. Jr Field, Brent Hannan, Nancy 
Deinard, Amos Fieseler, Phillip Hanson, Burnell 
Denecke, Tom L. Fink, Bob Hanson, Doris D 
Dengerud, Delores Finlay, Catherine Hare, Bill 
Denison, Lou A. Firl, Jean Hargarten, Patrick 
Desnoyers, Chris Firling, Martha R Harris, Janel K 
Dietz, James Fischer, Mary Harris, Nellie E. 
DiLabio, Gena Fish, Chas. Russell Harshberger, Bruce 
Dillon, Doris Fish, Marjorie Hashimoto, Bruce 
Dimmen, Jackie Fitterer, Robert L. Hatch, Robert 
Ditrich, Colleen Fleming, Russell and Lisa Haugand, Kathryn 
Dittmar, Russ Flowers, Bobbie D Hauge, Roger 
Dixon, Marlin B Folkerts, Brian Havenstein, Cathleen 
Dockendorf, Mary Follmuth, Marion A. Hawkins, Lisa 
Dodge, Diane Fong, Alison L. Hawkins, Mike 
Doehient, David Forbes, Bruce Haynes, George 
Donatell, Robert C Forliti, Deanna Heacock, Robert D 
Donnelly, Brian Forneris, Ms. E. L. Heiland, Carol M 
Doring, Bruce R Forsythe, Edward M Heily, James 
Dornblaser, Mark Four Winds Resort Heimkes, John B 
Douglas, D. Ann Fraizmeier, Martin D Heiny, Dean R 
Draheim, Georgene E. Francis, Gene and Pat Helmrich, Jon 
Dreiling, Anjenette Francis, Susan Hemberger, Barb 
Dries, Barbara H Freese, Lisanne Hembree, James A 
Driftwood Lodge Resort Freshwater, Judy Henderson, Clarence 
Duffy, Clem Frey, Shawn and Luanna Henrickson, Rose 
Dunnigan, John Friberg, Richard F. Hensley, Samantha 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
105 


Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Overnight and Day Use Sites 





Miller, Kenneth L. Okland, Dennis 
Miller, Mary Ann Oleson, Carol 
Miller, Steven Olson, Eleanor 
Miller, Ted Oison, J. I 
Miller, Thaxter and Eleanor Olson, Jane 
Milne, Robert D. Olson, Judy E. 
Moberg, Jerry and Pat Olson, Ralph C. 
Mock, Burton E. Olson, Wendy 
Moehnke, Margaret Ondich, David 
Moline, Ron Onken, Roger 
Monk, Mary W. OReilley, Mary Ann B. and 
Montague, Susan J. Margaret E. 
Montgomery, Cathy Orman, Rebecca 

, P. Ostgarden, Gerry 
Moon, John and Marilyn Ostrem, Julie 
Moore, Robert L. Out, Jeffrey James 
Moorhead, Samuel L. Onto, Sondra 
Morgan, Margaret Ottoson, Emest W 
Moritko, Greg Owens, Robert 
Morse, Charies E. Paddock, Donald and Irene 
Morse, Kristi A. Page, Howard and Kathy 
Mortenson, Richard Palmer, Debra 
Mortimer, Jessica Palmieri, Greg 
Morton, Emma Palmquist, Amy R. 
Mundt, Cathy Parker, C 
Murphy, John and irma Parlin, Nancy 
Murphy, Mr. and Mrs. Leonard M Parson, Charlie 
Murray, Phil Paschal, Deb 
Myers, Dyann Patch, Frances and Sumner 
Nagaraj, Mysore G. Patel, Avi 
Nealen, Michele L. Patel, Nick M 
Needham, Dr. Gerald M. Patterson, Ken 
Neitzel, Howard H. Paulson, Peter K. 
Nelson, Bob Payne, James and Mary 
Nelson, Carroll Pearse, Alison A. 
Nelson, Jan C. Peek, Allen 
Nelson, Joan J. Perricelli, Claire S 
Nelson, Joseph D. Peters, Rebecca 
Nelson, Judith Peterson, Daniel A. 
Nelson, Mariene Peterson, Joan E. 
Nelson, Nancy Peterson, Judith 
Nelson, Norm Peterson, Mark R. 
Newell, Thomas B. Peterson, Susan M 
Newman, David F. Peulen, Teri 
Nickerson, Donna Pfleghaar, Tom and Joan 
Niemi, Dean R. Phillips, Dr. and Mrs. Gerard G 
Nimlos, Dr. Kenneth and Carole Phillips, Richard E. 
Nolan, Ed Piar, Toni 
Nolte, Sharon Pierce, Harold C 
Norbury, R. James Pilarski, Kevin 
Noren, Cari R. Pilgram, Michael 
Noren, James R. Pine Aire Resort, 
North Star Resort Pine Ridge Gift Shop 
Norton, Charles L. Pine Tree Cove Resort 
Novak, John Piatt, Martha R 
OBrien, F. J. Pogreba, Janice 
OBrien, Jason Pollack, Beth 
OBrien, Thomas A. Pomeroy, Carrie 
OConnell, Dorothy E. Pomplun, Jim 














Serna, Kathy 


FREE 
He 


| Hu 


TYREE 
itt 


3 
Ht 














Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Park Legislation 





Vagt, Joan T. Wyberg, Kenneth Voyageur Country Houseboat 
Valgemae, Dr. and Mrs. Mark Wyberg, Sharon J Operators Association 
Van Hom, Maric Wydra, Jan Voyageurs Adventures 
Vaswani, Kumar Yaeger, R. Watson's Harmony Beach 
Velasco, Alfonso Yeagley, Rebekah M Wrobel, Chuck and Rachel 
Vennes, Martha O. Yenter, Brian 
Vestermark, Harold W Yingling, David G. Jr PARK LEGISLATION 
Videl, N. Young, Robert A. 
Voyageurs Adventures Zander, David and Helen ISSUE 1: LEGISLATIVE INTENT 
Wagner, Sandra R. Zeller, SG 
Wahistrand, Mary M. Zhao, Jian Anderson, Ruth 
Wahistrom, Kurt Zieger, G. E. a 
Walker, Shiriey K. Zimmerman, Edward ten a 
Wallace, Gerald W. Ziomek, Karen » Jerry 
Waller, Phyilis Zweig, Christa L. a —_—— 
Lee feel 2 nN E 
ancenned, Emest ISSUE 8: LODGING ; 
Ware, Ciiften and Bony Citizens Task Force on Alternatives 
Warner, Rexanne Hyatt, Henry for VNP 
Warren, Jacquelyn S. Clark, Liz 
Washbum, James OVERNIGHT Clements, Gary 
na PERMITS/FEES/ DeCoster, Aane 
Watson's Harmony Beach 
Wee, David J. RESERVATIONS eee, Fume 
ee Sapa. ISSUE 1: RESERVATION Higginn, Laure, Stuart, 
Weiner, Dr. J. P. : _ — Suge, 
Wells, Thomas SYSTEM FOR OVERNIGHT 
- International Voyageurs 
ee Bait-n-Bite King, Carrie 
Stent Bet Birch Grove Resort Koochiching County Board of 
Westhold, Jami Rjorem, Richens _ 
Whetstone. W.R. —— Koochiching County Board Pubix: 
; Buttler, Hearing 
— a Cedar Cove Campsites & Resort Lee, Terry 
— 4 D Chamber of Commerce Mitchell, Joe 
Wichter, Rev. Michael D. Deer Horn Resort Moore, Greg 
Wignall, Bruce Driftwood Lodge Resort Nachman, Paui 
— Eagle Wing Resort National Parks Conservation 
Wilhelm, Jane P Four Winds Resort Association, Heartland 
ge 2 Grandview - Tall Timber Resort Raskovich, Shelly 
Williams, Aileen —. Reuter, Cindy 
Willi Shea, 
Cihene Iotit ond Gap Kabetogama Lake Association Sierra Club, North Star Chapter 
Williams, Mary sno, Bes St. Louis County 
i Szponer, Fred 
bag Lakeview Resor Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
Lowe, Association 
Witte, Diane R. Minnesota Office of Tourism Williams, Robert H 
worse ot —— 
Seat See aly aay ISSUE 2: NPS SYSTEM 
a — Pine Ridge Gift Shop Aaker, June L. 
bn Robert J Pine Tree Cove Resort Aanestad, Arden 
ojciechowski, ; Potter, Judy Aaron, Karen L. 
ee Rainy Lake Houseboats Accola, Molly 
w Chas. A. Rendezvous Yacht Club Adair, Beth 
a Rot Rocky Point Resort Adams, Brad 
be ay Tomahawk Resort Adams, Bruce A. 
Wright, Wilbur and Elinor oat an | 
Wyberg, Bryan L. Tyler, Bill 














Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Park Legislation 





Ellsworth, Kevin J. 


HiT 
i 


oF 


re 
HH 


Francis, Susan Hembree, James A. 
Freese, Lisanne Henderson, Clarence 
Freshwater, Judy Henrickson, Rose 
Frey, Shawn and Luanna Hensley, Samantha 
Friberg, Richard F. Heppelmann, Edward 
Fried, Charles Herath-Veiby, Gail C 
Friel, Bernard P. Herdina, Deloris 
Friends of the Boundary Waters Hert, Diane S 
Wilderness Herther, James 
Froehlich, Gary and Agnes Hick, Mary Jane 
Funk, Cari Hill, Laura 
Gallant, Esther Hill, Max E. 
Galle, Michael Hiltner Honzik, Diane 
Galt, Margot Hinitz, Marcia L. 
Geib, Robert Hirsch, Sandra K. 
Gerstan, Susan Hoch, Deborah 
Gerth, Stanley Hocking, Ivy 
Gilbertson, Mrs. Milton Hodel, Marc C. 
Gillespie, Joan Hodgson, Mrs. Katherine E. 
Gillette, Roger Hoffman, Lisa 
Gonazalez, Ruth D. Hokanson, George C 
Gordon, Joy Leslie Holbeck, Sharon 
Goring, Chris J. Holbrook, Viola 
Gossman, Joyce M. Holden, Matt 
Gould, Richard Hollerbach, Jocelyn 
Grace, Raymond M. Holmen, Ellis 
Graf, Martine Holmes, Donald 
Gray, Donald Holmquist, Dolores 
Groschen, Robert P. Holt, Matthew 
Gross, Karen Sue Holton, Susan 
Grover, David Holtzman, Bonnie 
Guthmueller, Dennis Homer, Robert P 
Hacker, Carolyn Honkomp, Ray and Karen 
Haemig, Mary Jane Honnold, Raymond and Karen 
Haines, Joseph A. Hope, R. Kiffin 
Hamilton, Patricia M Hubbard, Bruce 
Hammer, Marilyn V. Huber, Franklin J 
Hanes, Lisa A. Hudock, Chris 
Hannan, Nancy Hulme, Lucy V 
Hanson, Burnell Hultgren, Douglas C 
Hanson, Doris D. Huset, Louis 
Hare, Bill Hustad, Margaret 
Patrick Hutchinson, Ann E. 
Harris, Janel K. Hutchison, John T. 
Harris, Nellie E. Hyland, Michael P 
Harshberger, Bruce Irish, Donald P 
Hashimoto, Bruce Jeffries, Lynne 
Hatch, Robert Jelinski, Deborah 
Haugand, Kathryn Jennebdach, Stephan 
Hauge, Roger Jensen, Anthony 
Havenstein, Cathleen Jensen, Elaine 
Hawkins, Lisa Jensen, Scott 
Hawkins, Mike Jerome Stern, \Vendy and Ken 
Haynes, George Johannesson, Jerome 
Heacock, Robert D. John, Shelley 
Heiland, Carol M. Johnson, Bradley D 
Heily, James Johnson, Cindy 
Heimkes, John B. Johnson, Edith L. 
Heiny, Dean R. Johnson, Genevieve 
Helmrich, Jon Johnson, Kathleen 
Hemberger, Barb Johnson, Laurel 





Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Park Legislation 





Okland, Dennis Prettyman-Hall, Jennifer 
Oleson, Carol Price, William 
Olson, E-canor Ptak, Daniel 
Olson, J. 1. Puca, Robert 
Olson, Jane Putnam, Rev. Frederick W 
Olson, Judy E. Quast, Matthew 
Olson, Ralph C. Quick, Jack 
Olson, Wendy Quinn, Manan 
Ondich, David Quinn, Manlu 
OReilley, Mary Ann B. and Rachner, Donald 

Margaret E. Radil, Carol 
Orman, Rebecca Rahfeidt, Frank 
Ostgarden, Gerry Rahjels, J. 
Ostrem, Julie Raidi, Eleanor 
Ou, Jeffrey James Rasmussen, N.W. 
Ono, Sondra Rassat, Milton H. 
Outoson, Ernest W Reckdahl, Martha 
Owens, Robert Rehbein, Donny 
Paddock, Donald and Irene Reid, Robert U. 
Page, Howard and Kathy Reilly, Veranice 
Palmer, Debra Reinhardt, John A. 
Palmieri, Greg Reinhart, Elizabeth 
Palmquist, Amy R. Remmers, Clyde M. 
Parker, C. Rice, Barbara 
Parlin, Nancy Rice, Jean 
Parson, Charlie Richardson, Lisa 
Paschal, Deb Ridgway, B.R.D 
Patch, Frances and Sumner Riggs, Alice 
Patel, Avi Rimmereid, Charlotte 
Patel, Nick M Roberts, Lowell J 
Patterson, Ken Robertson, Gordon E. 
Paulson, Peter K. Robinson, Clarence 
Payne, James and Mary Rodysill, Kirk 
Pearse, Alison A. Roman, Bruce R. 
Peek, Allen Ronning, Jill 
Perricelli, Claire S Rose, Dor 
Peters, Rebecca Rosenbrook, Bob 
Peterson, Daniel A. Rosenow, Lisa 
Peterson, Joan E. Rosenwinkel, Drake and Ruth Ann 
Peterson, Judith Rose- White, Joan L. 
Peterson, Mark R. Rostad, Dr. David 
Peterson, Susan M Rothmaler, Eric 
Peulen, Teri Rottach, Mary 
Pfleghaar, Tom and Joan Rovick, Odd 

Bnan Rowiey, Karen 

Phillips, Dr. and Mrs. Gerard G Ruegg, John B 
Phillips, Richard E. Ruona, Adah M 
Piar, Toni Ruscoe, Dean 
Pierce, Harold C. Rush, Philip 
Piershalla, Kristin Rutkowski, Robert E. 
Pilarski, Kevin Ryan, Jenny 
Pilgram, Michael Rybak, Michael 
Piatt, Martha R. Rys, Judith 
Pogreba, Janice Sanderson, Audrey 
Pollack, Beth Sansone, Dennis M 
Pomeroy, Carrie Sass, Emery D. 
Pomplun, Jim Satterwhite, Jay 
Poser, Lawrence Saver, Kathleen 
Pouloje, Clare Saver, Ervin A. 
Pratt, Leslie Schad, Connie 
Preston, Earl Schaffer, Mike 











Tolvstad, Wendy Jo 
Tooley, Dennis 














Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Park Operations 





Bianchi, Nicholas S. Chamerda, Robert S 
Biehl, Mark A. Chasse, Joseph R. 
Blair, Robert S. Chnnstensen, Kenneth A. 
Biair, Theresa E. Christie, Jim Jr 
Bleakney, Amy B Ciggiano, Jenna L. 
Bluewater Network Clark, Ken P. 
Blum, Bruce I. Clark, William J. Jr. 
Boorman, Benjamin G. Cleveland, George M. Jr 
Boorman, John Clotworthy. Shawn 
Boretz, Adam F Clusin, Cliff A. 
Borovansky, Jenna S. Coates, William J. 
Botto, Robert B. Coker, Jonathon 
Bradbury, Arthur Coldren, Cade L. 
Brady, Jason M. Colton, Seth M. 
Bredeson, Craig Combs, Byron F. 
Bribitzer-Stull, Matthew P Cone, Frances M. 
Briner, Mary Lou Corriere, Caryn L. 
Bronson, Valerie K. Cox, Chadwick 
Broska, James Cox, Chris M. 
Brown, Carle L. Coyne, Kristian R. 
Brown, Deidre Craig, Christopher P. 
Brown, Douglas Craig, William C. 
Brown, Mark A. Cram, Dr. and Mrs. Barclay M 
Brown, Terry Crenshaw, Charles L. 
Broz, Dr. John S. Croll, Phillip M. 
Bruke, Richard J. Crouch, David W 
Bruthfus, Lorraine Crowder, Jason G. 
Bryant, Tamera Curran, Kathy 
Bubala, Lou Curtis, Richard L. 
Buchanan, John I. Curtis, William J. 
Bulatek, Kevin and Colleen Cusick, Russell V. 
Bunch, Van Damels, Shelly L. 
Burek, Karey J. Dannen, Darielle J 
Burke, Sean Davis, Shirley S. 
Burkhart, David Daviantes, Nancy A. 
Burkley, Michael P De Tour, Darrell 
Burns, Dr. Terry Burns Deal, Vernon K. 
Burns, Stephen A. Deane, Alan C. 
Bursell, Ben Dee, Patricia J. 
Buss, Jason A. DeFrance, William D 
Byrd, Bobby M. DeLazzer, David 
Caccia Sr., David A. DeLeeuw, Jennifer L. 
Cahall, Richard Deizell, Garrick C. 
Callier, Laura E. DeMartino, Ralph 
Camp, Edwin F. Jr Demitria, Gwen C 
Campbell, Kelle- Anne J Deutsch, Dan G. 
Canfield, Kerry S. Dippel, Virginia 
Canning, Stephen Dittmar, Russ 
Capra, Stephen Ditzman, Timothy D. 
Cargman, Jered Dix, Peter K. 
Carney, Diane Dixon, Marlin B. 
Carpenter, Lisa A. Dodson, Lynn 
Carrick, Bess B. Donegan, Lois M 
Carron, Reid and Becky Rom Dorn, Jason M 
Cascio, Mary C. Doyle, Steve 
Caterson, Denee Drake, Michael 
Cecile, Scott A. Drawhorn, Ricky 
Cerilo, Cirila Drinkwater, Matthew 
Chadwick, Colleen D. Dudde, Amanda M. 
Chamber of Commerce Dumas, Jeannette 
Chambiey, Jackie S. Dunbar Orman, Debbie 





CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Fontenot, Donald W. 
Ford, Kevin J. Sr. 
Forrest, Karyn 
Fowler, Beverly A. 
Frey, Shawn and Luanna 
Fritz, Richard G. 
Frost, Kit 

Fry, Lindsey 

Frye, Stephen James 
Fultz, Christine L. 
Furey, Kevin T. 
Gamble, Carol 
Gambrel, Josh C. 
Garner, Eric V. 
Gartland, Chris 
Gaterud, Cindi 
Gengo, Julie A. 
Gibson, Aaron W. 
Gilbert, Tracy T. 
Giles, Dave 

Gillett, Mary C. 
Glende, Nancy H. 
Gloor, James 


Hill, Bob 

Hinkle, John and Lisanne Freese 
Hitt, Mary L. 

Hoffman, Jeff D. 
Hoffman, Mary 
Hofmann, William P. 
Holland, Karyn Helfrich 
Hopkins, Paul C. 
Horowitz, Esq., Tina A. 
Horton, Deonne D. 
Houghton, David C. 
Howe, Joshua J. 

Hoyt, Pam 

Huey, Terry 

Hughes, Carroll G. 
Humphry, Chad M. 
Hunter, Chery! 

Huston, Guy 

Huta, Yuri I. 

Hyatt, Henry 

Ickes, Henry A. 
Ingersoll, Dr. Henry 
Ingwalson, Brenda 
Irvine, Nick A. 
Jacobson, Barb 
Jamieson, Alex 


Kuster, John 
Kuszmaul, JoEllen 
Lamke, Richard W. 
Lani, Andrea E. 
Larsen, Krystal H. 
Larsen, Nils E. 
Larson, Robert M. 
Lauber, Alex and Karen 
Lawn, Katherine E. 
Lawrence, Rhett 
Lechner, Mark S. 
Lechner, Sheila A. 
Lee, Terry 

Lefler, Susan K. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
116 





Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Park Operations 





, Larry 
McFarland, Michael D. 
McGuire, Susan 
McMillen, Mimi 
Medicine Eagle, Brooke 
Meints, Jerry K. 

Mertz, Robert A. 
Meurer, Bruce J. 
Michael, Mike 


O™Meara, Tiffany L. 
ONeil, Ashley S. 
ONeill, Sean R. 
Orcholski, Gerald 
OReilly, Nathanael D. 
Osterberg, Nils G. 
Owen, Judith A. 
Pagenkopf, Kris 
Palmersten, Lou. 
Pandey, Stacy M. 
Parham, Douglas S. 
Parker, Vaughan 
Parkinson, William Q. 
Parnell, Sean R. 
Parsons, Erma J. 
Patel, Nick M. 

Patsis, Elizabeth 
Pellegrino, Jeffrey L. 
Pellettiere, Marc 


Penney, Sheila A. 


Perkins, Dorene E. 
Perkins, John M. 
Perry, Seth W. 
Peters, Patrick S. 
Pilewski, Ryan E. 
Plummer, Richard G. 
Podietz, Eva-Lynn 
Pooler, Carole A. 
Porter, David W. 
Porter, Edward R. 
Portland, Bryan 
Potts, Natalie T. 
Poynter, Debora 


Roesner, Linda C. 
Rom, Bill and Barbara 
Rosenbery, Gregg A. 
Rosenblatt, Dr. Jon E. 
Roslen, Ronald S. 
Ross, Brian W. 
Rouse, Scott 

Rowell, Kevin 
Rowland, Stephanie R. 
Rule, Juliann 

Ruscoe, Dean 
Rutkowski, Robert E. 
Rutschow, Dale C. 
Ryan, Patrick J. 
Ryder, Eileen R. 
Sadowsky, Richard L. 
Saikevych, Irene A. 
Sain, Kimberly L. 


o7-. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


117 


CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Smith, Edward B. 
Smith, Jeff A. 

Smith, Mike and Ruth 
Smock, Dr. Michael G. 
Snell, Thomas C. 
Snyder, Pamela R. 
Solano, Marie-Dolores 
Somal war, Sunil V. 
Souza, Wanda R. 
Speer, Lindsay E. 
Spencer, Cheryl A. 
Spencer, Lorelle 
Spotts, Richard A. 
Spotts, Sarah M. 
Spratt, Henry G. 
Sprayregen, Ann 

St. Louis County, 
Stagman, Robert G. 
Stahl, Edgar 

Steele, William K. 
Steitz, Jim 

Stewart, Dr. Tom 
Stewart, lain F. 
Stewart, Robert A. 
Stockman, Sharon 
Stone, George T. 
Story, Donald D. 


Voorhies, William R. 
Wald, Johanna H. 
Waldron, Steven C. 
Walker, Philip M. 
Walters, Sandra F. 
Ward, Aurelie L. 
Ward, Jason G. 
Watkins, Donna L. 
Webb, Bradley P. 
Weed, Wever D. 
Weiss, Devrin D. 
Werntz, Dave 
Werntz, Jane A. 
Werth, Bethany D. 
Westcott, Christina M. 
White, Randall F. 
Whitman, Aimee D. 
Wick, David 
Wilderness Society 


PARTNERSHIPS 
ISSUE 1: PARTNERSHIPS 


Aaker, June L. 
Aanestad, Arden 
Aaron, Karen L. 
Accola, Molly 
Adair, Beth 
Adams, Brad 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
118 








Index of Comment Letiers by Topic: Partnerships 





Burmeister, Rev. Clyde and Pat 


Burns, D. K. 
Carleton, Rachel M. 
Carlson, Leonard 
Carlson, William A. 
Carr, Jim and Jan 
Carrier, Robert E. 
Carroll, Carrie 
Cauble, Cynthia A. 
Cederblad, Hans 
Chamber of Commerce 
Chellen, Nels H. 
Child, Nancy 
Chovan, Joe 
Christensen, Mary 
Christenson, Mark 
Christiansen, Jo Ellen 
Church, Jack 


DiLabio, Gena 
Dillon, Doris 
Dimmen, Jackie 
Ditrich, Colleen 
Dittmar, Russ 
Dixon, Marlin B. 
Dockendorf, Mary 
Dodge, Diane 
Doehlent, David 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


119 


CHAPTER |: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Fleming, Russell and Lisa 


Flowers, Bobbie D. 
Folkerts, Brian 
Follmuth, Marion A. 
Fong, Alison L. 
Forbes, Bruce 
Forliti, Deanna 


Hammer, Marilyn Vv. 


Havenstein, Cathleen 
Hawkins, Lisa 
Hawkins, Mike 
Haynes, George 
Heacock, Robert D. 
Heiland, Carol M. 
Heily, James 


Jensen, Scott 

Jerome Stern, Wendy and Ken 
Johannesson, Jerome 

John, Shelley 

Johnson, Bradley D. 

Johnson, Cindy 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
120 








Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Partnerships 





Kissel, Monique 


Kittilson, Bruce and Elizabeth 


Klein, Barry T. 
Klein, Kathy 

Kleist, Douglas A. 
Kleven, Stan 
Klobucar, John 
Klopp, Cecilia 
Klutzke, Kenneth R. 
Knick, Christine 
Knopp, William D. 
Knox, Allyson 


Lewis, Mr. and Mrs. Herb 
Libbey, Wesley 
Lietzke, E. Thomas 
Lilja, Dorothy 
Lindgard, Sue J. 
Lindstrom, Charles 
Lindstrom, Timothy J. 
Listobangon, J. 

Little, Matthew 
Locklin, R. 
Lockwood, Mary 
Loeffler, Dorothy R. 
Loesch, Vincent 
Lohman, Alan 

Long, Richard 

Long, Steve 

Loomer, Harold N. 
Looshrock, David 
Love, Chad 


McKeevel, T. J. 
McLaughlin, Louise 
Meinhard, Robert 
Meisky, Dorothy M. 
Meline, Barbara 
Mengelkoch, Henry 
Menke, M. A. 
Mentzer-Grey, Ms. Sue 
Merriam, Howard M. 
Metzger, Phyllis 
Meyer, Alice T. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


2] 











Phillips, Brian 


Phillips, Dr. and Mrs. Gerard G. 


Phillips, Richard E. 
Piar, Toni 

Pierce, Harold C. 
Piershalla, Kristin 
Pilarski, Kevin 
Pilgram, Michael 
Platt, Martha R. 
Pogreba, Janice 
Pollack, Beth 
Pomeroy, Carrie 
Pomplun, Jim 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
122 



























































Joy 
Sonneville, David and Diane 


Wright, Jim L. 
Wright, Wilbur and Elinor 
Wypberg, Bryan L. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
123 








Yaeger, R. ISSUE 3: MISSION GOALS Potter, Ed C. 
Yeagley, Rebekah M. Rainy Lake Houseboats 
Yenter, Brian Casey, Thomas E. St. Louis County 
Yingling, David G. Jr. National Parks Conservation Williams, Robert H. 
Young, Robert A. Association, Heartland 
Zander, David and Helen ISSUE 2: VISITATION 
Zeller, £. G. ISSUE 4: RELATIONSHIP TO NUMBERS 
Zhuo, Jian OTHER PLANS 
Zieger, G. E. Anderson, Allan C 
Zimmerman, Edward Anderson, Allan C. City of Intl Falls 
Ziomek, Karen Anderson, Dan Ericson, Mike and Roni 
Zweig, Christa L. Boyer, Elizabeth T. Howdahl, Kathy 
Carrigan, Edward Lindquist, Kari 
Rainy Lake Houseboats, 
WATERCRAFT Convention & Visitors Bureau Shea, Sandy 
ISSUE 1: RULING Covel, Allan Be. Simon, Larry and Denise 
Eide, Cory Voyageurs National Park Visitors 
Ellsworth, Kenneth Ellsworth, Kenneth Association 
Koochiching County Board, Public Gunnerson, Debra Williams, Robert H 
ae ——— SNOWMOBILES 
PLANNING PROCESS = \—e—,* ISSUE 1: ACCESS 
ISSUE 1: MEETINGS National Parks Conservation Aaker, June L. 
Association, Heartland Aanestad, Arden 
Gersich, John Peterson, Irene M. Aaron, Karen L. 
Koochiching County Board of Peterson, Mark R. Accola, Molly 
Commissioners Randall, Ann Adair, Beth 
Koochiching County Board, Public Schulke, Joyce Adams, Brad 
Schulke, Thomas Adams, Bruce A. 
Lindquist, Karl St. Louis County Adamski, Ardene 
Lowe, Jeff Vertina, Sheryl Addicot, James T 
Sibbald, Rollie Voyageurs National Park Visitors Aeppli, Alfred and Dorothee 
Skalski, James A. Association Ahistrom, Donald 
Voyageurs National Park Visitors Albin, Loretta M 
—— ISSUE 5: GENERAL pa 
ISSUE 2: PROCESS ANDPLAN 4 MANAGEMENT PLAN Alben ton 
; Board Allen, 
Bluewater Network ~~ aad Allensworth, Stephanie 
re Nettens Fate Conservation ‘ . 
Association. Heartland Andelin, Clark J 
for VNP Anderson, Caroline and Wm. 
City of Intl Falls Anderson, Charles M 
Halla, Craig RESEARCH AND DATA Anderson, Diana 
Koochiching County Board of . 
—s ISSUE 1: INADEQUATE Anderson, Don L. 
Koochiching County Board, Public 4 RESEARCH Anderson, Douglas P. 
ity of Int! Falls Anderson, Elwood | 
Lindquist, Karl ates Anderson, Gilbert G 
Mireault, Joyce Haack, Ron and Wanda Anderson, Harland W 
Rainy Lake Houseboats Halla, Craig Anderson, Ila A. 
Sandstrom, Kathicen Koochiching County Board of Anderson, Judith A. 
St. Louis County Commissioners Anderson, Kathleen M 
Vertina, Dan Koochiching County Board, Public Anderson, Maggie and Hal 
Vertina, Sheryl Hearing Anderson, Nancy J 
Williams, Robert H Liemandt. Paul M Anderson, Ray and Ruth 
Minnesota Office of Tourism Anderson, Robert A. 
National Parks Conservation Anderson, Theresa R 
Association, Heartland Andrews, James R 








Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Snowmobiles 





Coles, Robert 
Collier-MacNeil, Ellen A. 








Elisworth, Kevin J. 


if 
i 


F 


Seana 
ny 


Hil 
Lit 


! 


FEE 
aut 


rT 


bene 


Fitterer, Robert L. 
Fleming, Russell and Lisa 
Flowers, Bobbie D. 
Folkerts, Brian 
Follmuth, Marion A. 
Fong, Alison L. 
Forbes, Bruce 
Forliti, Deanna 
Forneris, Ms. E. L. 
Forsythe, Edward M. 
Fraizmeier, Martin D. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
126 


Index of Comment Letiers by Topic: Snowmobiles 





International Voyageurs Kille, Stephen L. Lesetmoe, Marvin C 
Snowmobile Club Kilhan, Dawn Lessac, Eryn 
Irish, Donald P. Kimpel, Richard W Letendre, Michael A. 
Jeffries, Lynne King, Jean Lewis, Michael P 
Jelinski, Deborah Kirk, Jill Lewis, Mr. and Mrs. Herb 
Jennebach, Stephan Kirsch, Glenn L. Libbey, Wesley 
Jensen, Anthony Kissel, Monique Lien, David A. 
Jensen, Elaine Kittilson, Bruce and Elizabeth Lietzke, E. Thomas 
Jensen, Scott Klein, Barry T. Lilja, Dorothy 
Jerome Stern, Wendy and Ken Klein, Kathy Lindberg, Dan 
Johannesson, Jerome Kleist, Douglas A. Lindgard, Sue J 
John, Shelley Kleven, Stan Lindstrom, Charles 
Johnson, Bradley D Klimas, Delores Lindstrom, Timothy J 
Johnson, Cindy Klobucar, John Listohangon, J 
Johnson, Denny Klopp, Cecilia Little, Matthew 
Johnson, Denny Klutzke, Kenneth R. Locklin, R. 
Johnson, Edith L. Knick, Christine Lockwood, Mary 
Johnson, Genevieve Knopp, William D Loeffler, Dorothy R. 
Johnson, Karen Knox, Allyson Loesch, Vincent 
Johnson, Kathleen Knudsen, Ellen M Lohman, Alan 
Johnson, Laurel Knutson, Ruth C Long, Richard 
Johnson, LaVern D Koeder, Gary Long, Steve 
Johnson, Marilyn Koochiching County Board, Public Loomer, Harold N 
Johnson, Paul Hearing Looshrock, David 
Johnson, Rania Korbach, Robert Lorenz, David R. 
Johnson, Sue Krassnosky Jr., Michael G Love, Chad 
Johnson, Terry A. Kraus, Susan Lowe, Edward 
Johnson, Therold Kraus, Teresa M Lueck, Iris M 
Johnson, Vicki Krautbauer, Phyllis Luedtke, Renee 
Johnston, Sherwood A. Krayer, Barry Luing, Basil 
Jones, Annika Krenn, Patrick F Lukas, Dianne 
Jones, Jennifer Krieger, Cari L. Lukens, Paul 
Joyce, James A. Krueger, Derek Lund, Dr. Nancy R 
Julian, Joe R Kruschel, Wm. A. Lundberg, Robert A. 
Just, Phyllis E. Kuehn, Daniel R. Lymbum, Wallace R 
Justice, Earle W Kunkel, Cathy Lyon, Ruth Henriquez 
Kaeter, Jan Kuntz, Joel J. Macleod, Hilary 
Kahlenbeck, Dorothy Kurtyka, Carol MacMullan, Paul W 
Kaldis, Nick Kyslia, Jurene Macpherson, William 
Kallberg, Darlene Kytola, L. Madden, Charles 
Kallemeyn, Jo Laliberte, John MaGahee, Janelle C 
Kallsen, Gary J Lampe, Patricia Mahie, Joan 
Kalsen, Jami Landgren, H. J. Maki, Wayne and Kathryn 
Kampa, Jesse Lane, Nancy S. Malin, Wendell R 
Kampsola, Ruth and Marvin Langerak, Edward Malone, John 
Kamstra, Alvin Larson, Harold M. Mann, Richard 
Kane, Jerry Larson, Harold V. Marquardt, Betty 
Kannenberg, Richard L. Larson, Robert E. Marquit, Doris G 
Karel, Eugene F Latia, Chuck Marr, Howard T 
Kaspar, Patricia J Lauritsen, Nancie R Marsh, Helen E. 
Katz, Ralph M Lavine, Dick Marshall, H. A. 
Kazarow, Patricia Lawrence, Janet Marshall, Paul F 
Kelley, Barbara Leach, Dr. Elaine Martin, A. T 
Kellogg, Martin N Leatherman, Brenda Martin, Dave 
Kemke, Sean Lee, Eugene Mashuga, Dennis 
Kenny, Sister Betty, OSF Leggett, Robert and Dee Mason, Julia O 
Kensek, Mary Leinen, John Jr Mason, Vivian 
Kerssen, Jean Lelis, Arnold Massie, J. B 
Keynes, Lennartson, Paul Matthew, Elaine 
Khalsa, Dr. Mha Atma S Lennartson, Paul Matthew, Elaine 
Khanna, Sunil Lenz, Amy Mattson, Dr. D. S 
Kilby, Howard G Leschisin, John Mattson, Suzanne 





Index of Comment Letters by Topic: Snowmobiles 








CHAPTER 1: INDEXES TO COMMENT LETTERS 





Voyageurs Region National Park 
= 

Wagner, Sandra R. 

Wahistrand, Mary M. 

Wahistrom, Kurt 


VISITOR USE AND 
FACILITIES PLAN 


ISSUE 1: PROCESS 


City of Inti Falls 

Koochiching County Board of 
C —- 
Hearing 








Chapter Two 
Comments and Responses 





Agency Comments and Responses 
Public Comments and Responses 





























19. BLANE PAGE 





AGENCY COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


FEDERAL AGENCIES 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


A. Comment: The mechanisms the park has used to resolve conflicts between wilderness designation and 
its use, particularly for snowmobiling in an area proposed for wilderness designation, should be 
explained. 

Response: Any potential conflicts with wilderness were resolved through the planning process 
resulting in the 1992 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Wilderness Recommendation for 
Voyageurs. Those decisions were not revisited in the Draft GMP/EIS. Generally, the conflicts are 
resolved by ensuring that snowmobiling takes place in the park only in areas not proposed for 
wilderness designation. Proposed and recommended wilderness are mandged as if they had received 
the wilderness designation, as required by law and NPS policy. The Draft GMP/EIS does not allow 
any activities, including snowmobiling, to preclude a wilderness designation on any lands 
recommended for wilderness in the 1992 Wilderness Recommendation. 


B. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS does not clearly show proposed wilderness designation and non- 
wilderness designation for the winter map. The accompanying text should delineate this as well. 
Response: Proposed wilderness designations and nonwilderness designations for the winter map will 
be added to the final document. These designations will also be noted in the text as appropriate. 


C. Comment: It is unclear whether the decision on whether to go forward with the Kabetogama—Ash 
River Trail was truly part of this Draft GMP/EIS as the park released an “Environmental Assessment” 
and “Finding of No Significant Impact” on it. The Draft GMP/EIS should have stated what was 
known about the trail at the time, including its length, width, and how impacts would be avoided. 


Response: The NPS decision on the trail had not been made, and neither the “Environmental 
Assessment” nor the “Finding of No Significant Impact” had been written at the time Draft GMP/EIS 
was being prepared. However, park managers believed the trail was needed. In addition, some funds 
were available to build part of it. Some planning and analysis had therefore already taken place, and 
the staff had identified a preliminary route they felt would best avoid impacts to natural and cultural 
resources. Based on the need for the trail and the planning and analysis that had been completed at the 
time the Draft GMP/EIS was released, it appeared very likely that the trail would receive final 
approval. Therefore, it was included as a part of each of the action alternatives in the Draft GMP/EIS. 
The route that had been identified was then analyzed in a separate NEPA planning process. 
Subsequently, an “Environmental Assessment” was released, and a “Finding of No Significant 
Impact” was issued. 

Much of the more detailed information on the trail was placed in the Draft GMP/EIS. The park 
believes the analysis of the trail is much more detailed than would be considered typical of a 
programmatic analysis. The bulk of this analysis is presented in impacts of the proposed action and 
referenced in each of the subsequent action alternatives. 


’D. Comment: Please include a discussion of which types of activities in the Draft GMP/EIS would be the 
subject of additional NEPA analysis and how the tiering process would work. 


Response: The text has been amended to include a discussion of future planning and NEPA analysis. 
The list of implementation plans and studies to follow the general management plan references the 
activities that will most likely need additional NEPA analysis. However, as a general response, the 
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National Park Service is committed to writing a series of more detailed planning documents to 
incorporate the findings of data collection efforts described in the Draft GMP/EIS. If implementing 
the plans would result in environmental impacts not already described in the Draft GMP/EIS, or 
would affect those resources in a more specific or different way than described in the draft document, 
additional NEPA analysis would be completed in conjunction with the implementation plan. 


The decisions made subsequent to Final GMP/EIS and documented in the record of decision would 
restrict some future planning options. In addition, some information on impacts in the Final GMP/EIS 
might be used to help guide the park in making decisions about locations of trails, facilities, camping 
sites, etc. Therefore, NEPA documents tiered to the Final GMP/EIS would focus on working within © 
boundaries or implementing policies that had been already set or decided in that document. 


Comment: Include a summary of the Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan and any 
goals or objectives that come from that plan. 


Response: The summary, management problem, goals, and management objectives from the 
Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan have been added to appendix F of the Final 
GMPYEIS. 


Comment: Clarify how many existing day sites vs. overnight sites exist now, especially in reference 
to undeveloped tent and houseboat sites. What is the condition of the undeveloped sites? 


Response: The park has 126 developed tent sites, 78 developed houseboat sites, and 11 developed day 
use sites. Visitors are currently allowed to stay overnight anywhere in the park, except for closed 
areas. The park has not completed a survey to determine the number of undeveloped overnight sites 
being used by visitors nor the condition of these sites. Survey efforts have focused on the condition of 
the developed sites. 


The park acknowledges the need for information about the use of undeveloped sites. The Draft 
GMP/YEIS proposes implementing a monitoring study to determine the number of undeveloped sites 
being used and the condition of those sites. 


Comment: Why didn’t the park consider an alternative that maintained use at the carrying capacity of 
the park (e.g., when use does not cause degradation of the resources) and that balances park use with 
long-term sustainability of the park’s resources? The Environmental Protection Agency would 
consider this to be the environmentally modified proposed action. 


Response: Establishing a carrying capacity based on the condition of natural or cultural resources 
requires extensive knowledge of the historic condition of those resources and changes over time as a 
result of visitor use. Although the park has some information on gross changes, these are a result of 
use before the park was established, such as logging. This information is available in “Chapter 4: 
Environmental Consequences” of the Draft GMP/EIS. 


However, the park does not have funding or staff to collect comprehensive and site-specific 
information about the entire area it manages. It therefore takes actions, such as proposing areas for 
wilderness designation, closing areas to visitor use when a particularly sensitive resource must be 
protected (such as wildlife habitat in the case of bay closures), or mitigating to prevent derogation of 
resources. 


In addition, Voyageurs is not a gated park. Visitors can enter from several different roads and 
directions, as well as from Canada by water. Therefore, even if the park had the funding to determine 
Carrying capacities for areas where sensitive resources exist, it would be unable to substantially 
control visitor use of those areas. 


The Draft GMP/EIS was designed to examine alternatives the park considers reasonable, that is, those 
it can actually implement. The alternatives most consistent with the Environmental Protection 
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Agency’s requested approach is alternative 2, because it focuses on resource preservation. This 
alternative proposes the least amount of facility development and visitor activities, and it emphasizes 
resource protection management. 

However, the modified proposed action includes some increases in funding to help monitor the 
condition of resources and site-specific impacts of visitor uses and the collection of information 
needed to decide carrying capacity issues. This information will be gathered through the completion 
of a visitor experience and resource protection monitoring program following the approval of the 
general management plan. 


H. Comment: There should be more data and evaluation of the data in the Draft GMP/EIS. There is not a 
strong connection between existing conditions and the activities that take place in the park. In 
particular, what are the effects of snowmobile use, fueling stations, and motorboats on water quality 
and the organisms that depend on it? 


Response: The Draft GMP/EIS is designed to analyze impacts to resources that might be affected by 
changes proposed in any of the alternatives considered. No changes to snowmobiling or motorboat 
use or fueling stations are anticipated in any of the alternatives; therefore, no impacts to water quality 
or any other resource from these activities are analyzed. In accordance with the Council on 
Environmental Quality’s NEPA regulations, the EIS only analyzes “the area to be affected . . . by the 
alternatives under consideration” (40 CFR 1502.15). 


Because water quality would be affected by other activities slated for change, such as houseboat or 
lakeshore camping, information about its present condition is included in order to explain relative and 
cumulative impacts. This includes a summary of petroleum products and toxins released by two- 
stroke engines (see pp. I-197-200 of the Draft GMP/EIS, for example). However, because neither 
houseboats nor lakeshore camping would significantly increase toxins, there would be little or no 
cumulative impact to water quality; therefore, detail is minimized. 


I. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS needs data to help inform park management about the impacts of 
visitor use activities such as motorboats or snowmobiles. The Environmental Protection Agency 


would like the park to adopt management approaches that mitigate these impacts. 

Response: The National Park Service is obligated to ensure no impairment of park resources or values 
results from visitor use or any other activities in Voyageurs. The park has proposed monitoring and 
data collection efforts as part of the Draft GMP/EIS. These data will be used to identify park 
resources that might be especially sensitive or experiencing greater visitor use. The Draft GMP/EIS 
alternatives also include measures for restoring resources damaged by pre-park uses. 


The enabling legislation for Voyageurs specifically mentions snowmobiles, fixed-wing aircraft, and 
all types of watercraft, and asks the Secretary of the Interior to consider these uses in park planning. 
This unusual request specifically exempted Voyageurs from a recent NPS memo requiring parks to 
justify continued snowmobiling. 

In addition, because Voyageurs National Park shares a water boundary with Canada, the National 
Park Service is not able to effectively control park access or the use of motorboats and snowmobiles. 


The park also shares responsibility with the state of Minnesota and Canada for management of some 
of the park resources, including water levels in its large lakes and fisheries. Therefore, the park must 
incorporate NPS policy, as well as the varying policies of these agencies or governments, into park 
management decisions. 


In addition to Voyageurs’ uniqueness as a national park, staff and money constraints mean the park 
must focus on monitoring and minimizing impacts wherever possible. This includes limiting 
overnight use, day use or the use of undeveloped sites, the locations of developed sites, park facilities, 
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or other land uses discussed in the Draft GMP/EIS alternatives. Existing impact data are focused on 
land-based development, as will future data collection efforts, because these facilities are well within 
the power of the park to control. 


STATE AGENCIES 
MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES (MDNR) 


A. 


Comment: The text states that the major sportfisheries in the Rainy Lake and Namakan basins have 
been consistently fished above target levels since before the park was created. Our data do not support 
this statement. The original target for walleye in the Minnesota portion of Rainy Lake was set at 
32,900 pounds. This was reduced in 1992 to 20,000 pounds to promote recovery of walleye stocks. 
On Rainy Lake the average walleye harvest from 1977 to 1999 was 26,195 pounds. 


Response: The National Park Service and the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) 
generally agree on the long-range goals for the fish communities. Both want balanced, self-sustaining 
fish communities with diverse age and size structures that can provide angling opportunities for the 
public. The experimental regulations MDNR fishery managers implemented in the 1990s to address 
concerns of overharvest and declining quality for walleye on Rainy Lake and in the Namakan 
Reservoir lakes appear to be an attempt to meet this goal. 


However, sometimes there are differences about how to determine potential yields and target harvest 
levels. This is understandable, given that determining the latter is a subjective process and prone to 
bias. Philosophically, the National Park Service believes the fisheries management goal should not be 
to maximize yield or harvest, but to determine an optimum harvest level based on biological balance 
and integrity, as well as a quality fishing experience. The Park Service supports a conservative 
approach that ensures long-term sustainability to determine and establish yield and target levels. 
Selectively using historic harvest levels to justify higher target levels is questionable, particularly 
when creel survey records show that the populations may have been overharvested in the past. Based 
on an analysis of MDNR data, annual harvests of walleye have exceeded established target levels in 
11 of the 18 years creel surveys have been conducted on Rainy Lake. On Namakan Lake, walleye 
harvests exceeded target levels in 12 of 15 years; on Sand Point Lake in 8 of 12 years; and in 


Kabetogama Lake, 6 of 15 years. 


Comment: Although walleye harvest has increased on Rainy Lake and exceeded the target since 
1996, recent analysis showed no signs of over-exploitation in Rainy Lake. 

Response: The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources has taken recent actions, as described on 
page I-201 of the Draft GMP/EIS, to improve and rebuild the Rainy Lake walleye population. In 
combination with recent changes to water levels, these actions appear to be improving walleye 
population size and age distribution in Rainy Lake. 

Comment: Angling effort and walleye harvest have decli=*:' ‘= ~»cent years on Kabetogama and 
Namakan Lakes, particularly since the imposition in 199% si . .,ot limit. 

Response: Slot limits have contributed to decreased fishing pressure. However, the National Park 


Service believes it is too early to tell if slot limits on Kabetogama and Namakan Lakes have resulted 
in improvements in the walleye population size and age distributions. 


Comment: On p. I-128, the last paragraph states “which often means the number of fish caught is 
substantially higher than target levels.” While true on Rainy Lake in recent years, this generally is an 
overstatement. 


Response: This statement has been changed in response. 
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E. Comment: On p. I-200, the reference to fish harvests is again overstated. Also, these statements imply 
that cooperating with state fisheries managers is a bad policy that is having a negative impact on 
fisheries resources. 

Response: The text has been changed. As noted above, the National Park Service and the Minnesota 


Department of Natural Resources generally agree on the long-range goals for fishery management. 
However, the approach each agency uses to achieve these goals can be different. The National Park 


Service is required to “preserve or restore natural aquatic habitats and the natural abundance and 
distribution of native aquatic species, including fish” (see p. 1-184 of the Draft GMP/EIS for more 
information). Although recreational fishing is a recognized part of the Voyageurs heritage, the park 

F. Comment: p. 1-201, “Fishing” analysis, third paragraph. Change “resuming the stocking of walleye 
fry” to “resuming the stocking of walleye fry and fingerlings.” 
Response: This change has been made. 


G. Comment: p. I-201, third paragraph. The scenario in the paragraph beginning, “However, fishing 
pressure . . .” is something the agencies should be able to prevent through ongoing monitoring and 
active fisheries management. 

Response: The paragraph has been modified to add this perspective. 


H. Comment: p. 1-203. The conclusion says the lakes have been consistently fished above target levels. 
This is another overstatement and is a theme that runs throughout the document. 


Response: Response A above details the reasoning behind this statement. However, the park’s man- 
agement philosophy does differ from the philosophy of the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources. Given that difference and the data showing the number of years the walleye harvest has 
exceeded established target levels, NPS managers believe that the lakes have been fished above target 
levels. The text has been changed to replace the word “consistently.” 


I. Comment: On page I-236 the text indicates that the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources has 
focused primarily on sportfishing. MDNR’s current focus is to “protect, maintain, and/or enhance the 
fishery resource and the aquatic community for long-term recreational, ecological and economic 
benefits.” 


Response: The text has been changed to reflect this current focus. 


MINNESOTA DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION (MDOT) 


A. Comment: The plan should maintain the current level of acccss for private and commercial fixed- 
wing aircraft (floatplanes). 

Response: Under the proposed action the current level of access for private and commercial operators 
of fixed-wing aircraft would continue. 

B. Comment: The park should develop designated campsites for fixed-wing aircraft in each basin. 
Response: There are a number of sites in the lakecountry that can be accessed by fixed-wing aircraft. 
The need to designate lakecountry campsites that limit use to visitors using fixed-wing aircraft is not 
warranted. 
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C. Comment: Docks for planes are needed at Kettle Falls, the Rainy Lake visitor center, the Kabetogama 
Lake visitor center, and the Ash River visitor center. 


Response: The National Park Service believes that existing dock or beach facilities provide adequate 
landing facilities for fixed-wing aircraft. 

D. Comment: Park literature should promote and include information on fixed-wing aircraft 
Response: This request is too detailed to be addressed in the general management planning process. 
However, this comment will be considered by park managers in planning future publications. 


MINNESOTA HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE 


A. Comment: Purpose and significance statements should more explicitly reflect the cultural resource 
themes for the park, found in appendix C. This would achieve better planning integration for the 
natural and cultural resources and themes of the park. 


Response: The following significance statement was added to the plan: 


Voyageurs National Park holds vital evidence of the continuity of 10,000 years of human 
relationships with the environment, uniquely dictated by the interconnected waterway system. The 
_,Park provides an exceptional, largely unstudied storehouse of knowledge for the future and 
“preserves resources associated with a long period of use, including those representing the fur 
trade, Native Americans, logging, and recreation. 


B. Comment: The “Problems, Issues, and Concerns” section should introduce the issue of use of historic 
properties as a primary concern related to their preservation (page I-16). A range of acceptable and 
feasible uses for historic buildings and structures needs to be explored, and various policy and 
management considerations need to be taken into account. This issue might be more fully developed 
within the “Historic Structure Management Plan,” but it should be introduced here. 

Response: A summary of the issue of vacant and soon to be vacant properties has been added in the 
“Problems, Issues and Concerns” section, as well as in “Chapter 3: Affected Environment.” 


C. Comment: The “Existing Conditions” section (page I-37) mentions four properties that have been 
developed as visitor destinations, but it does not acknowledge the number of historic properties that 
are currently vacant and without identified future uses. It also does not discuss the existing field 
conditions related to archeological properties or cultural landscapes. 

Response: Additional information has been provided in the “Existing Conditions” section and in 
“Chapter 3: Affected Environment” about archeological properties and cultural landscapes. As 
mentioned above, a summary of vacant and soon to be vacant properties has been added to the 
“Problems, Issues and Concerns” section. 


D. Comment: The reference (page I-185) to section 110 of the National Historic Preservation Act in the 
“Summary of Regulations and Policies” is incomplete, inasmuch it only mentions identification, 
evaluation, and nomination of properties to the National Register. It omits the all-important 
protection of properties. 

Response: The word “protection” has been added to the statement. Readers are also told where to find 
more information about the “Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Federal Agency 
Historic Preservation Programs Pursuant to the National Historic Preservation Act.” 
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E. Comment: The “Impacts of the Proposed Action” section (pp. I-241 to 244 of the Draft GMP/EIS) 
indicates that the proposed alternative includes rehabilitation of 16—20 identified historic structures 
and that removal of the remainder of the historic properties would result in minor impacts parkwide if 
appropriate mitigation was carried out. This seems inconsistent with the definitions on page I-179. 
Removal of a significant number of historic properties would result in a major impact parkwide, even 
with appropriate mitigation. With regard to impacts on landscapes, we do not understand the state- 
ment that there is no potential for major impacts to landscapes due to mandatory compliance with 
federal legislation. 

Response: To clarify the impact, the percentage of historic properties that would be retained under 
each alternative has been added throughout the document. The “Cumulative Impacts” section for 
historic structures currently states that removal of historic properties would have an adverse effect. 
The following text has been added in the “Cumulative Impacts” section for cultural landscapes under 
the modified proposed action: 

The waterway transportation system of the voyageurs, along with its portages, forested up- 

lands, rocky shorelines, and other geographic features, is part of a large: cultural landscape of 

the fur trade. Park legislation and this alternative would provide for management of vege- 

tation to reestablish an environment that more closely resembles that present during the time 

of the fur trade. Although this would create a cultural landscape of the fur trade, it would have 

impacts on landscapes associated with historic activities occurring after the fur trade period 

— landscapes that have changed and will continue to change primarily as a result of regrowth 

of vegetation after logging, changes in recreational activities through the removal of cabins, 

and changes in fire management policies. Some specific landscape features, such as earthen 

embankments that indicate the presence of historic logging camps, would be protected 

through localized vegetation control, but the larger landscapes they are associated with would 

be reclaimed by vegetation. 

F. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan could contain stronger discussion as to how the 
development of visitor facilities at historic properties advances the goals of the park and helps fulfill 
section 110 NHPA responsibilities. 

Response: Text has been added in the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan to more clearly articulate the 
purposes of visitor destination areas. 


COUNTY AGENCIES 
KOOCHICHING COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


All substantive comments identified in the September 14, 2000, transcript of the Koochiching County 

public hearing have been addressed and are shown as responses in the “Public Comments and Responses” 

section of this document. 

The following responses relate to the six specific concerns stated in a letter from the commissioners 

accompanying the transcript. 

A. Comment: The Koochiching County Board of Commissioners, based on the information it has 
obtained, finds the national park’s plan to be ill-defined in most areas. 


Response: It is unclear what the board means by “ill-defined” or whether this comment applies to the 
description of the alternatives, impacts, or some other aspect of the Draft GMP/EIS. However, a 
general management plan is intended to be a broad-based or policy-setting document, rather than a 
detailed project description. Likewise, an environmental impact statement is programmatic in nature, 
using ecosystem-level information for an entire park (such as percentage of vegetative cover by a 
certain plant type, populations of wildlife species, or types of wildlife) rather than site-specific 
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information. This necessarily means not all details are known, and perhaps the board perceives this as 
“ill-defined.” The details will be further defined in a series of planning efforts tiered to the Final 
GMPYEIS. 


Comment: The draft plan lacks scientific data to make rational decisions in relation to planning for 
the park. 

Response: NPS policy (Director’s Order 12, sec. 4.3) directs parks to delay making decisions if 
technical and scientific information is not available. The Draft GMP/EIS sets broad policy direction 
and requires reconnaissance or ecosystem level data to decide between alternatives. The Draft 
GMP/EIS provides adequate data on which to make these broad decisions, and any decisions where 
information was not available have been delayed. The Draft GMP/EIS section titled “Implementation 
Plans and Studies to Follow the General Management Plan” identifies a number of future planning 
processes that will be undertaken to collect this information. These include a primitive area and 
proposed wilderness management plan, a disturbed land restoration plan, a houseboat management 
plan, and an overnight permit system/facility fee feasibility study. 


Comment: The recommendations in the Draft GMP/EIS were attained through a process of 
negotiations between organized interest groups, none of whom represent the general public. 
Response: The recommendations in the Draft GMP/EIS are based on three public comment periods, 
data, research, NPS policies, and park staff knowledge, as well as Voyageurs Nidional Park’s mission, 
purpose, and significance. The National Park Service did meet with organized groups that requested 
meetings to ask questions about the plan or to provide input. These same opportunities were available 
to all members of the public. At no time did the National Park Service participate in a process of 
negotiation with organized interest groups. 

Corament: Why does the plan treat all the lakes the same? There should be one set of rules for the 
Rainy basin and one for the Namakan basin. The National Park Service's failure to treat each basin as 
unique demonstrates shortcuts taken by the planners and calls into question the plan’s conclusions. 


Response: The general management planning process provides for broad levels of decision making; 
therefore, it was appropriate at this planning level to address the two basins in a similar manner. 
Subsequent implementation plans such as the houseboat management plan would potentially consider 
evaluating each basin individually as appropriate. 

Comment: The plan, to a large extent, ignores the historical mission given in the enabling legislation, 
which was to commit resources to telling the story of the voyageurs and the Native Americans that 
were here to meet them. 


Response: The “voyageur experience” is most appropriately addressed in the comprehensive 
interpretation plan, which is recommended as a subsequent planning effort following general 
management plan approval. 

The park currently offers re-enactment North Canoe rides, interprets the voyageurs history, and 
conducts school programs about the voyageurs history. 


Comment: The turnout of over 175 people at the Board of Commissioner's hearing, despite short 
notice and lack of planning time, clearly proves that there are still a lot of people in the area with 
questions and concerns. An informal survey conducted at the hearing indicates that the majority has 
not attended previous meetings organized by the Park Service. 

Response: The park conducted an extensive public involvement process beyond that required by any 
regulation or policy to ensure all who were interested had a chance to ask questions and voice 
opinions. A summary of these efforts is included in the Final GMP/EIS in chapter 5. In addition, as 
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stated above, all substantive comments made during the county’s public hearing have also been 
addressed and can be found in this document under the “Public Comments and Responses” section. 
Although some citizens may have preferred interacting with the board, we believe the National Park 
Service has offered more than adequate opportunities for public input on this planning process. 


SAINT LuUIS COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS 


In addition to the responses below to comments raised by the commissioners, all substantive comments 
identified during the October 17, 2000, Saint Louis County public hearing and submitted in the form of a 
transcript of that hearing have been addressed in the “Public Comments and Responses” section of this 
document. 


A. Comment: The general management plan needs to consider the economic impact it has on the 
Response: The economic impacts on the local community were assessed in the planning process. The 
modified proposed action recommends several subsequent studies and plans that would examine in 
greater detail impacts generated should certain actions be taken (e.g., houseboat limits, facility use 
fees, and a permit system). 


B. Comment: Specific proposed actions the board is concerned about are: 


e Entry/permit system, implementation of user fees 
Response: Entry fees are no longer being considered under the modified proposed action. A 
feasibility study would be conducted to consider the need for collecting fees to use developed 
facilities, such as overnight use sites and parking. Navigation of international park waters would 
continue not to require fees. 

» @xamite teat : 
Response: The modified proposed action includes a no-fee, self-registration permit system for 
overnight use. However, visitors would not be assigned to a particular site within the park, but 
would be free to select open sites as they are now. In other words, site-specific reservations for 
developed overnight sites are not proposed in the modified proposed action for the immediate 
future. A proposed permit feasibility study would determine the need for implementing a 
reservation system in the future. 

e Restrictions on houseboat use 
Response: The National Park Service must address the issue of carrying capacity in all units of 
the national park system. In accordance with NPS Director’s Order 2: Park Planning (DO-2), the 
and visitor experiences. 
The modified proposed action recommends establishing an interim limit of 60 houseboats per 
basin and would require houseboat users to secure a permit for overnight use. The intent of the 
proposed limits is not to discriminate against or deny use to houseboaters, but to preserve park 
qualities and visitor values. The park received many public comments during public scoping and 
while compiling the 1997 Voyageurs National Park Visitor Study that articulated the need to 
establish h useboat limits at Voyageurs and that indicated present use was adversely affecting 
their visitor experience. Many respondents voiced concerns that houseboating at Voyageurs had 
begun to dominate in-water recreational use, visual characteristics, and use of tent camping sites. 
The most common statements heard during public scoping concerned the “need to create a 
balance between use levels and quality of experience” and “being willing to establish limits / 
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Cc. 


Carrying capacity if necessary.” A significant number of comments reflected the need to limit 
houseboat use, size, and the number of persons at houseboat sites. 


The establishment of an interim limit has been based on creel survey data gathered during peak 
periods of park use (see the creel survey information that has been added to “Chapter 3: Affected 
Environment” in the Final GMP/EIS). The proposed limit would allow for substantially greater 
numbers of houseboats than currently exists on the lakes at any one time. However, future 
projections based on trends indicate that houseboat use would need to be managed to maintain 
visitor experience and resource protection goals established by an approved general management 
plan. A houseboat management plan would be developed to help establish future houseboat use. 


e Discontinuation of the special use zone 


Response: The special use zone would not be discontinued under the “modified proposed action.” 
The decision to not permit radar runs is based on the fact that racing is illegal in the park, as 
defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 2.18(d) through (f)). 

» Matatemes ' ‘ssibl ateetn anieaiiene 
Response: The modified proposed action includes no restrictions beyond those already imposed 
on motorized uses and activities in the park. It does limit the number of houseboats to no more 
than 60 per basin; however, this is higher than current use and is therefore not a restriction. 
Before the park decides whether this is the appropriate long-term number to adopt, data from 
visitors and houseboat users will be collected in a planning process tiered to the Final GMP/EIS. 


> Dintetenen ;, 


Response: Although the park is obliged by the NPS Organic Act and other laws to provide for 
public enjoyment of its resources, its primary mandate is to conserve park resources and values. If 
there is a conflict between the two, conservation is to be predominant (NPS Management 
Policies, 2001, sec. 1.4.3). One of the park’s most valuable services is providing visitors with a 
high-quality natural experience. However, during the Draft GMP/EIS planning process, the park 
re-examined the 400-site buildout approved in the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site 
Management Pian and found that a high-quality natural experience could not be achieved if all 
sites were built. This is why the modified proposed action designates 280-320 developed sites. 
Comment: The Dr © ~*fP/EIS ignores the original legislation and congressional intent of the park. 
Response: All a... °s are within the policies described in the enabling legislation (84 Stat. 1971) 
and within all laws an. _olicies regulating actions of the National Park Service. They are also 
responsive to the language regarding the administration of the park (sec. 301 of its enabling 
legislation). 
The legislation prohibits many activities in Voyageurs National Park, including hunting, trapping, 
logging, mining, and other types of activities. While Section 301 allows for snowmobiles, fixed-wing 
aircraft, and recreational use by watercraft (including nonmotorized watercraft), it does not mandate 
them. It does require the park to permit recreational fishing unless public safety or fish or wildlife 
management issues indicate fishing would be unwise. All alternatives in the Draft and Final 
GMPYEIS are consistent with these policies, including the modified proposed action, which provides 
for diverse recreational opportunities, including motorized and nonmotorized uses. 
While the modified proposed action could result in some changes in park use, these were made 
primarily as the result of visitor comments and a concern for resource conservation. We believe the 
modified proposed action is the best choice to balance these factors. The National Park Service must 
continually respond to issues as they change over time and must adjust policies that concern visitor 
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and resource management. Restrictions are implemented in response to changing conditions and assist 
the park in achieving desired future conditions and resolving conflicts. 


D. Comment: The restrictions proposed in the general management plan would make it economically 
unfeasible for tourist businesses in surrounding communities to survive. 

Response: The analysis for the Draft GMP/EIS does not support this. In fact, the modified proposed 
action would provide additional visitor opportunities that would more likely enhance tourism for 
, ities For ' so litiin Rielle oeetn te a 
center, an educational institute, additional trails (winter and summer), additional visitor destinations, 

and more overnight developed sites. 

E. Comment: By building government subsidized overnight lodging within the park, the National Park 
Service has created an unfair competitive situation to those resorts just outside the park. 
Response: No net gain in lodging (pillow count) has occurred in the park since its establishment. New 
rental units at Kettle Falls replaced guest lodging cabins that were removed in 1988-89 and 
compensated for rooms lost during the rehabilitation of the Kettle Falls Hotel... 


F. Comment: Further restrictions on uses such as not allowing a two-day snowmobiling event will 
devastate the businesses that rely on these events to survive. 


Response: The reasons for discontinuing the radar runs are described in response B above. As noted 
in a way that conserves resources and never impairs them. Many public comments indicate the two- 
day events are having a major impact on the visitor experience, as well as impacting natural resources 
in the area, including wildlife. Despite the decision to discontinue radar runs, the park would continue 
to allow snowmobiling over one-third of the entire park area. This would allow businesses associated 
with this activity to continue to thrive. 


CITIES 
CITY OF INTERNATIONAL FALLS 


A. Comment: Additional time for comment should be allowed. 


Response: Normally, a Draft GMP/EIS is available for public review for a 45-day period. However, 
the National Park Service as a matter of policy requires a 60-day review period to ensure that all who 
wish to comment are able to do so. In the case of the Voyageurs Draft GMP/EIS, this 60-day period 
was extended for two additional 30-day reviews, for a total of 120 days from June 16 to October 23. 
The National Park Service believes this is adequate. 

B. Comment: The National Park Service should publish a second draft of the plan for public review 
before printing the final draft. 
Response: Although the proposed action has been modified, these changes are not major nor outside 
the range of those analyzed in the Draft GMP/EIS. Given the extensive period of initial public review, 
it is unlikely that the park would receive additional substantive comments. Therefore, a second 
release and review would not help the park in its planning, and it would be fiscally irresponsible. 


C. Comment: The economic impact of the plan has not been addressed. 


Response: The economic impact on local communities was addressed in “Chapter 4: Environmental 
Consequences.” The modified proposed action recommends many actions that would have positive 
long-term impacts on local economies. The actions outlined in the modified proposed action would 
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provide for more diverse recreational and educational opportunities and would protect existing 
environmental qualities of the park that the public (including residents of local communities) 
overwhelmingly desire to retain. 

D. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan meets neither the intent nor the letter of the enabling 
Response: The National Park Service used the visitor use and facilities plan legislation (Public Law 
97-405) to guide the development and organization of the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan included 
with the Draft GMP/EIS. The legislation is referenced throughout that document. The National Park 
Service believes that it met the intent and letter of the legislation. 


E. Comment: The actions taken for the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan do not meet the definition of 
cooperation as stated in the legislation. 
Response: The legislation does not say that consensus must be reached or that issues should be voted 
on; it says “in cooperation.” The dictionary definition of cooperation is “to work or act together 
toward a common end or purpose.” Those people who participated in the entire visitor use and 
facilities plan process worked together toward 2 common goal — the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan. 
While representatives of the City of International Falls did not attend most of the meetings, those 
individuals who did participated in productive dialogue, resulting in the current draft Visitor Use and 
Facilities Plan. 

F. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan Ad Hoc Consultation Group was not constituted in 
accordance with the legislation. 
Response: The Ad Hoc Consultation Group was formed according to Public Law 97-405, which 
states, “The Secretary shall, in cooperation with other Federal, State, and local governmental entities 
and private entities experienced in the fields of outdoor recreation and visitor services. . . .” The group 
agreed to the process format, and most members attended all the meetings. 











G. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS does not address an “appropriate level” of visitation and does not “set 
forth methods of achieving” an appropriate level of visitation as stated in the legislation. 
Response: Public Law 97-405 says that “the plan shall set forth methods of achieving an appropriate 
level and type of visitation.” The legislation does not say that the plan should find an “appropriate 
level” of use, although the Park Service ultimately intends to use the methods described on pages II- 
25 through [I-28 of the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan to do so. The proposed methods include 
counting visitors, monitoring visitor experience, monitoring the condition of facilities, and developing 
additional facilities. This information will be used to help define an appropriate level and type of 
visitation. 


H. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan needs to be thrown out and completed in accordance 
with the law. 


Response: The National Park Service used Public Law 95-407 to guide the development and 
organization of the plan. The National Park Service developed the plan in accordance with the law. 


I. Comment: The data and science regarding visitor use used for reference in the plan are lacking and 
not reliable. 
Response: As noted in the “Voyageurs National Park Visitor Survey — Summer 1997” (Littlejohn 
1998), questionnaires were distributed primarily at boat launches, although some people were 
contacted on the water. Since houseboats very seldom use boat launches, this survey did not 
adequately represent the park’s houseboating public. Park staff are aware that there is a significant 
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amount of houseboat use in the park. Since the Draft GMP/EIS was distributed, the National Park 
Service has examined the creel survey data more closely and has used this information more 
extensively to establish management direction related to houseboat use. We believe the combination 
is reliable and adequate to make the kinds of decisions recommended in the Final GMP/EIS. 
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ACCESS 
ISSUE 1: PARK ACCESS 


A. 


Comment: Placing restrictions on certain user groups segregates visitors. This is not the answer. 


Response: The intent of placing restrictions on user groups is to provide for more compatible 
recreational uses, not to separate or segregate visitors. In keeping with NPS policies, park planning 
must consider the most appropriate levels of recreation while preserving the quality of visitor 
experience. 

As management alternatives were developed, recreational venues were individually examined to 
determine the most appropriate levels of use. Recommendations outlined in the modified proposed 
action focus on (1) encouraging a more diverse spectrum of recreational activities and experience 
through facility development and additional educational programs, and (2) placing limits on 
recreational uses that substantially and adversely impact the visitor experience of others. The 
modified proposed action also recommends studying levels of use more aggressively through 
monitoring, additional plans, and feasibility studies. 


Comment: How will the proposed changes affect access to properties in Canada? 


Response: None of the alternatives, including the modified proposed action, would affect access to 
Canadian lands or waters. 


Comment: If Voyageurs is the least used park in the national park system, why put up barriers like 
reducing the number of developed sites and limiting the number of private houseboats? 

Response: In terms of “recreation visits” during 1999, Voyageurs ranks 45 out of 54 national parks 
(Public Use and Statistics Office of the National Park Service, 1999). While the National Park Service 
encourages recreational use of parks, the quality of visitor experience is a prime consideration that 
guides park management decisions. 

The limits mentioned in this comment are not intended to create barriers to visitation, but to ensure 
that the present high-quality visitor experience is maintained at Voyageurs. 

Comment: All Americans should be able to access and enjoy Voyageurs National Park. 


Response: Under all alternatives, visitors are provided access to Voyageurs National Park. Limiting 
uses does not imply prohibiting public access and enjoyment of the park. Management decisions must 
support the park’s mission and goals that define the need to protect resources and provide for a 
quality visitor experience. 


Comment: The National Park Service is sending the message that visitors do not count unless they 
have a great deal of money to rent a houseboat because houseboats have been given all the nice 
beaches. 


Response: There are currently an equal number of developed overnight sites for tent campers and 
houseboat users at beach areas. Under the modified proposed action the development of day use sites 
would be emphasized, and many of these facilities would also have beach amenities. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


146 


Public Comments and Responses: Access 





F. Comment: The expectations of great economic benefit from the park have not been realized, therefore 
Response: Recommendations under the modified proposed action would encourage spin-off 
economic effects that would benefit local communities. Additionally, the park supports approximately 
60 full-time employees, many of whom live in neighboring communities. 


G. Comment: The National Park Service should follow the Webster-Ashburton Treaty. 


Response: Courts have recognized on more than one occasion that Voyageurs National Park is in 
compliance with the Webster-Ashburton Treaty. 


H. Comment: The enablers of the park fought for the creation of a multiple use national park to preserve 
local history of the recent past and for all users. Why is it that the National Park Service continually 
places restrictions on the public for which the park was established? 

Response: Voyageurs National Park is considered a resource that provides for multiple recreational 
uses, and it continues to allow for a diverse spectrum of recreation in accordance with enabling laws 
Management tools such as restrictions are deemed necessary when recreational uses compromise the 
integrity of resources or adversely impact the quality of the visitor experience. Since patterns of use 
are subject to change over time, the National Park Service must continually reevaluate the most 
appropriate management tools to use. 


I. Comment: Voyageurs National Park should not be turned into an extension of the Boundary Waters 
Canoe Area Wilderness. The general management plan should have a balanced approach between 
responsible users. 

Response: The National Park Service believes there are major differences in how the park is managed 
now and how it would be managed under the modified proposed action relative to the neighboring 
Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness. The modified proposed action in the Final GMP/EIS does 
provide for a balance and diversity of recreational uses, while simultaneously ensuring the 
conservation of park resources, as required by law. 


In terms of recreation, Voyageurs would continue to provide for more diverse forms of motorized and 
nonmotorized uses than would Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness. Unlike the Boundary 
Waters Canoe Area Wilderness, Voyageurs would afford greater access by motorized watercraft 
(houseboat and motorboat) and aircraft. Overnight camping and mooring would continue on a first- 
come, first-served basis, and snowmobiling would be allowed throughout approximately one-third of 
the park. There would be greater emphasis on sportfishing, hiking, cultural history, and interpretation 
at Voyageurs than in Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness. 


J. Comment: The restrictions proposed in the Draft GMP/EIS would make it economically unfeasible 
for tourism businesses in surrounding communities to survive. 
Response: The analysis in the Draft GMP/EIS does not support this. In fact, the modified proposed 
action would provide additional visitor opportunities that are more likely to enhance tourism for 
surrounding communities. For example, proposed additions include a new multi-agency visitor 
center, an educational institute, additional trails (winter and summer), additional visitor destinations, 
and more developed overnight sites. 
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ISSUE 2: INTEGRATED USE 


A. Comment: The terms “quiet zones,” “nonmotorized routes,” “no-wake zones,” and “natural quiet” 
should be eliminated from the plan. These terms are used to eliminate motor use or, at the very least, 
restrict motors as much as possible. The plan should say “safe routes” or “all-weather routes.” The 
statement about “suggested nonmotorized routes” should be changed to “suggested paddle routes” or 
“suggested routes for nonmotorized users.” The plan must clearly state that nonmotorized routes does 
not mean no motors. 

: The terms “quiet zones,” “nonmotorized routes,” “no-wake zones,” and “natural quiet” 
best describe the desired future conditions of a specific management area. The Final GMP/EIS has 
been revised to clearly state that motorboats would be allowed in no-wake areas, defined in 
alternative 2, and routes would be suggested for paddlers. 


B. Comment: The park must be open to all types of motorized water vehicles. 


Response: The enabling legislation for Voyageurs does not say the park must be open to all types of 
motorized water vehicles, but instead reads as follows: 


The Secretary may, when planning for development of the park, including appropriate 
provisions for . . . (3) recreational use by all types of watercraft, including houseboats, 
runabouts, canoes, sailboats, fishing boats and cabin cruisers. (Sec. 303). 


Section 301 of the legislation also requires administration of the park in accordance with the 
provisions of the NPS Organic Act, which identifies conservation of resources as the fundamental 
purpose of the National Park Service (see 1.4.3 of the NPS Management Policies, 2001). Any other 
decisions recommended in the Final GMP/EIS, including types of motorized watercraft allowed in 
the park, are a function of how best to achieve the balance between visitor use and resource 
conservation, as mandated by the laws and regulations governing the actions of the National Park 
Service. 

C. Comment: On page I-156 the plan should include commentary under nonmotorized use about 
sailboats. The plan should provide written assurance that sailboats will not be considered houseboats. 


: The heading “Nonmotorized Summer Use” has been removed and the relationship of 
houseboat to sailboat is defined in the glossary. 


D. Comment: The National Park Service should develop more opportunities for nonmotorized use and 
end the lopsided balance in favor of motors. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action new facilities would accommodate and provide for 
greater nonmotorized recreational uses. These include additional developed tent sites, traditional and 
visitor destination day use sites, hiking trails, cross-country ski and snowshoe trails, and 
recommended paddle routes. Interim limits on houseboat use have been outlined, and facilities that 
would accommodate motorized activities such as snowmobiling have not been expanded. 


E. Comment: Are houseboats, commercial or private, allowed to dock overnight at any park docks? Is 
this use presently allowed or proposed in the plan? 


Response: Houseboats would continue to be allowed to dock at developed houseboat sites and at 
Kettle Falls. 


F. Comment: The National Park Service should ban all motorized use of the park. 


Response: Enabling legislation and subsequent regulations allow for motorized recreational uses in 
the park. The National Park Service does not propose banning motorized recreation at Voyageurs. 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
148 





Public Comments and Responses: Access 





. Comment: The National Park Service should not build separate launch areas for nonmotorized users. 
The park should make modifications to the existing boat ramps. 


Response: Existing boat ramps are not ideal for launching and unloading nonmotorized watercraft. 
The National Park Service has determined that it would be more effective to develop separate launch 


. Comment: The National Park Service should ban canoes, kayaks, and cross-country skiers. 


Response: Federal legislation (16 USC 160) allows for these types of uses in national parks. The 
National Park Service does not propose banning these low-impact forms of recreation at Voyageurs. 


Comment: The National Park Service should provide safe routes for summer and winter 
nonmotorized users to avoid conflict with motorized use. 

Response: Under the modified proposed action additional nonmotorized trails for summer and winter 
use would be constructed in areas that are primarily recommended for wilderness designation. In 
addition, suggested nonmotorized summer paddle routes would be identified. 


Comment: According to the Environmental Protection Agency, two-stroke engines release up to 30 
percent of their gas and oil mixture unburned into the environment, they also emit pollutants that are 
highly toxic to plants and fish. By comparison, four-stroke engines do not dump any unburned gas 
and oil mixture in the water, and they do not emit toxins. Two-stroke engines do not leave Voyageurs 
resources unimpaired. Therefore the National Park Service should require all marine engines being 
used in park waters to be four-cycle. 


Response: It is true that two-stroke engines release unburned hydrocarbons and toxic breakdown 
products. The extent of this problem is unknown, but an attempt to estimate releases is included in the 
Draft GMP/EIS (see pp. 1-197 to I-199 of the Draft GMP/EIS, for example). Other evidence is 
limited. One study (Payne 1991) found occasional exceedances of a few EPA standards for 
hydrocarbons in drinking water, including oil, grease, and phenols. Although water quality is 
continually tested from a variety of sources (including the Environmental Protection Agency’s 
national databases), a recent summary did not report any exccedances of oil, grease, or phenol 
standards (NPS 1995Sa). The waters of the park remain designated as class A — outstanding resources 
exhibiting exceptional recreational and/or ecological values. Given this, it would be inaccurate to 
state the park’s water quality is impaired, as impairment involves derogation of the integrity of the 
resource. As noted in responses to other comments, the park is committed to continued monitoring of 
water quality where motorboats are allowed to prevent future significant impacts or impairment. 


In addition, while it is hoped and expected that two-cycle engines will eventually be completely 
replaced by four-stroke or fuel-injection engines as per EPA requirements, the park does not believe it 
can impose such a restriction without creating significant adverse impacts on its users. As noted in 
responses to other questions, the park is responsible for following its own enabling legislation, which 
specifically identifies recreational use by motorized watercraft as appropriate. If motorized watercraft 
are not impairing or unduly affecting the integrity of park values or resources, the National Park 
Service believes it has the responsibility to continue to allow them. 

. Comment: Existing motorized use within Voyageurs National Park should be reevaluated according 
to its impact upon park resources and visitor experience. 

Response: The impacts of motorized use are evaluated in the Draft GMP/EIS (see impacts of 
alternative | to air quality, vegetation, water quality, fisheries, wildlife, and species of special 


concern). In addition, considerations of recreational use patterns were part of the development of 
alternatives and were used to determine appropriate facility development and use levels. 
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The National Park Service is obligated to ensure that no impairment of park resources or values takes 
place as a result of visitor use or any other activities in Voyageurs. Therefore, the park has proposed 
monitoring and data collection efforts as part of the Draft and Final GMP/EIS. These data will be 
used to identify park resources that might be especially sensitive or subject to greater use, including 
motorized use. Future, more site-specific planning will use these data to determine carrying capacities 
for these sensitive resources. 

Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS makes a premature evaluation of motorized uses such as houseboats, 
fixed-wing aircraft, and motorboats, despite evidence of resource damage and impairment of visitor 
experience. 

Response: The National Park Service disagrees that these uses have resulted in impairment of any 
resources, including the visitor experience. However, as indicated above, the modified proposed 
action includes provisions for monitoring and data collection to determine patterns of visitor use and 
the future potential threat to resources, in particular sensitive resources. These data will be used in 
more site-specific planning efforts, including carrying capacity calculations and restoration plans. 


. Comment: Subsequent plans should thoroughly evaluate the reduction or elimination of motorized 


Response: The National Park Service will continue to monitor all uses within the park to help ensure 
that subsequent plans will have data to evaluate the appropriate amounts of use in the park. 


Comment: The National Park Service should amend the Draft GMP/EIS to require that new forms of 
recreation undergo an environmental analysis to determine that the activity does not adversely impact 
park resources before they are allowed in the park. 


Response: Although this issue is common to many national parks, Voyageurs has more limited 
resources and abilities to control types of recreation because the park is so accessible. As noted in 
previous responses, Voyageurs is not a gated park. Visitors can enter on several different roads and 
from different directions, as well as from Canada by water. In addition, it is unlikely that Voyageurs 
or any park would have enough information about a new form of recreation to determine its impacts 
on park resources. However, it is also true that parks are required to protect park resources from 
impairment of their integrity. It is possible that future NEPA planning processes may be conducted 
(with public input) to determine if new activities have the potential for major impacts and/or impair- 
ment of park resources. If impairment is demonstrated, the National Park Service will necessarily 
attempt to ban such activities. 


Comment: Why can’t Voyageurs National Park have some cabins within its boundaries? 
Response: The 2001 National Park Service Management Policies state the following: 


The National Park Service is required by the Organic Act to protect and preserve unimpaired 
the resources and values of the national park system while providing for public use and 
enjoyment. A number of park units have non-federally owned lands within their authorized 
boundaries. When non-federal lands exist within park boundaries, acquisition of those lands 
and/or interests in those lands is often necessary to protect and manage natural and cultural 
resources. When acquisition is necessary and appropriate, the Park Service will acquire those 
lands and/or interests as promptly as possible. Practical, cost-effective alternatives will be 
considered and pursued by the Service to advance protection and management goals. 


Voyageurs National Park’s 1998 Land Protection Plan states acquisition priorities within the park. 
The park’s highest acquisition priority is based on the need to purchase land where existing or 
proposed uses could actively degrade park resources or park values. This priority includes px ime 
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habitat for threatened species such as the bald eagle and gray wolf; land under threat of development; 
land needed for the protection of cultural resources; or land where there is hunting and trapping. 


ISSUE 3: SPECIAL USE ZONE 


A. Comment: The National Park Service should continue the special use zone in the Kabetogama area. 
There is no »roof that it is detrimental. The radar runs are only ten hours per year and they draw 
visitors into the area as opposed to causing cancellations. The radar runs raise funds for grooming. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action the special use zone would remain. The decision to 
not permit radar runs in the modified proposed action is based on the fact that racing is illegal in all 
units of the national park system, as defined in the Code of Federal Regulations (36 CFR 2.18(d) 
through (f)). 


B. Comment: Snowmobile races (radar runs) should be discontinued within the park. This activity can 
occur elsewhere in Minnesota on its 10,000 plus lakes and is neither dependent on nor compatible in 
Minnesota's only national park. 


Response: This type of activity is in violation of federal regulations (36 CFR 2.18 (d) through (f)) and 
has been discontinued. Under the modified proposed action uses in the special use zone would be 
subject to terms and conditions established by the park superintendent. 


C. Comment: The National Park Service did not inform or discuss the elimination of the special use zone 
with the Kabetogama Lake Association and local resorts prior to publishing the Draft GMP/EIS. 


Response: The special use zone would not be discontinued under the modified proposed action; 
however, radar runs are illegal according to 36 CFR 2.18 (d) through (f). A press release was issued 
February 13, 2000 by State Representative Anderson and Bakk (Cook) stating that the Ash-Kab 
Snowdrifters Snowmobile Club was advised that the park was considering discontinuing future radar 
run events as a result of the general management planning process. The club was further advised in 
October, November, and January that the superintendent had decided to no longer permit the radar 
run because most responses from the public during the general management planning process wanted 
to discontinue the run. Generally, NPS policy does not support special event races that are not 
compatible with the purposes for which the park was established. 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
ISSUE 1: NATURAL RESOURCES 


A. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS makes it sound like there are lynx in the park. The National Park 
Service must make sure this is correct before taking action to protect the lynx. 


Response: Citing references from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (“Canada Lynx News and 
Information,” available at <http://www.fws.gov> and referenced as USFWS 2000 in the 
bibliography) and the U.S. Forest Service (“Canada Lynx Conservation Assessment and Strategy,” 
USFS 1999b), the Draft GMP/EIS says 


The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has concluded that a very small resident population may 

exist in Minnesota, and that Voyageurs and Boundary Water Canoe Area Wilderness are 

areas where the best lynx habitat in the state occurs. The status of the population in the park, 

or even whether a population exists, is unknown. 
The park may be required by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to protect habitat for the lynx, even if 
the population status is not verified or an individual lynx has not been sighted. Also, if there is a 
resident population outside the park that uses the park, the park may be required by U.S. Fish and 
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Wildlife Service to take measures to protect it if the park is in the identified range. In February 2001 
park staff began a two-year project to assess whether or not lynx are in the park. 


B. Comment: The explanation about bay closures as written on page I-139 states that 93% of the time no 
wolf activity was recorded in the same time and space interval where snowmobile activity occurred. 
This is not surprising considering humans were not allowed into the area. 
Response: In 1996 the park reviewed four years of data focusing on the relationship between 
snowmobile use and wolf activity in restricted use areas. Despite the restrictions, evidence of 
continued snowmobile use existed. For each restricted use area, new track events were evaluated to 
determine how activity may have changed over time. Evidence of activity between observations in 
each area plotted both wolf and snowmobile tracks over time. All monitoring intervals over the four- 
year observation period indicated that in 93% of the cases, there was exclusive use by wolves or 
snowmobiles (Schaberl et al. 1997). This supports the hypothesis that wolves may tend to avoid 
snowmobile activity in restricted use areas, and the likelihood that there is a disturbance threshold 
where repeated avoidance by or displacement of an animal may occur. 


APPENDIXES 


ISSUE 1: GLOSSARY 


A. Comment: The plan failed to include a list of definitions. Specifically, the plan did not define 
“houseboat,” “no-wake zones,” and “natural quiet zones.” 


Response: A list of terms used in the plan is defined in the document glossary of the Final GMP/EIS, 
including “no-wake zones” and “houseboat.” “No-wake water area” is described in detail under 
“Description of Management Areas” in chapter 2. “Natural quiet zones” are not mentioned in the 
plan, although the document references areas characterized by natural quiet qualities. A definition of 
“natural quiet” has also been included in the glossary. 

B. Comment: The plan did not define “motorboat.” 


Response: “Motorboat” has been defined in the glossary of the Final GMP/EIS. 


BOATS-ON-INTERIOR-LAKES PROGRAM 
ISSUE 1: FEES AND BOATS 


A. Comment: The National Park Service should increase the number of boats available for public use 
currently on interior lakes and put boats on interior lakes that currently do not have boats. 


Response: This issue is too detailed to consider in general management planning efforts. The National 
Park Service annually evaluates the boats-on-interior-lakes program and would consider increasing 
the inventory of boats, should the need arise. 


CONCESSIONS AND VISITOR SERVICES 
ISSUE 1: KETTLE FALLS 
A. Comment: The National Park Service should keep Kettle Falls open during the winter. 


Response: The Kettle Falls Hotel concessioner, not the National Park Service, decided to close the 
hotel during the winter. The building was never meant to be open in the winter. The walls are not 
insulated, and the windows have single-pane glass. Heating the hotel is costly and inefficient. 
Condensation caused by heating was also destroying the building’s outer walls. 
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Another reason the concessioner decided to close the hotel is due to a change in the habits of 
snowmobilers. The concessioner found that snowmobilers want to stop and see the hotel, but do not 
want to spend much time or money there. The concessioner debated offering reduced services, but the 
problems associated with heating the building remained. The concessioner closed the hotel to protect 
the business and the hotel. 

B. Comment: The National Park Service should acquire a winter touring business such as snowcats. 
Response: This idea was considered but rejected due to concerns with safety related to strength of ice 
surfaces. 


C. Comment: The National Park Service should continue efforts to secure a Rainy Lake tour boat. Tour 
boat operations, with flexible contracts, should be conducted on all park lakes. 
Response: The National Park Service is committed to ensuring that there is a tour boat for Rainy 
Lake. The service should be operational for the 2001 season 


ISSUE 2: VISITOR SERVICES 


A. Comment: The National Park Service should implement plans that will increase and enhance 
Response: The National Park Service must weigh the impacts of visitation on resources and the 
quality of the visitor experience rather than merely implementing plans that would increase visitation. 
Numerous additional facilities have been proposed that could increase visitation. 


B. Comment: The National Park Service should not rule out future provisions for a hut-to-hut system. 


Response: Providing for hut-to-hut facilities was determined a low priority and is not being 
recommended under the modified proposed action. However, should a demonstrated need arise, this 
type of system could be considered in the future. 


C. Comment: The National Park Service should not require concession contracts for any business in the 
park. 
Response: The National Park Service enters into concession contracts in order to provide visitors with 
reliable, safe, and appropriate services within a national park. Usually the business transaction is 
limited to the park’s boundaries, and a portion of the land and/or facilities are assigned to conduct the 
business. Visitor services are frequently needed due to the attraction of a national park but the volume 
of users is limited and may not attract competitive business offerings. 
The National Park Service decides whether to offer the business opportunity on an exclusive basis or 
to anyone who qualifies. Offering an exclusive opportunity ensures that the business would be 
economically feasible for the concessioner. It also ensures that the concessioner would provide a 
Sometimes, as is the case with Voyageurs, the National Park Service offers exclusive business 
opportunities to ensure that an adequate supply of business customers are available to make the 
concession economically feasible and an attractive long-term investment. 

D. Comment: Concessions agreements should not be expanded until adequate visitor numbers support 
expansion. 
Response: Concession contracts would not be changed under the modified proposed action. 
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E. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS does not deal with the lack of viable private boat rental concessioners 
on Rainy Lake. 
Response: The “concessioners” referred to in the comment are not park concessioners, but businesses 
that operate exclusively outside park boundaries. In other words, they are private companies. It would 
be inappropriate for the park to plan for or manage them; this is left for private enterprise. 


CORRECTIONS 

ISSUE 1: CORRECTIONS 

A. Comment: The text describing the United States vs. Brown court case needs to be corrected. 
Response: This has been corrected in the final plan. 


B. Comment: Quetico Provincia! Park is not due north of Voyageurs National Park. 
Response: This has been corrected in the final plan. 


COSTS 
ISSUE 1: BUDGET 


A. Comment: The increase in budget from alternative | to the proposed action only goes to funding 
studies and more staff. The park intends to cut out site development to do more studies. 
Response: The majority of costs under the modified proposed action are allocated for new 
construction of visitor facilities, structures, programming, and education. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 
ISSUE 1: MANAGEMENT 


A. Comment: The National Park Service should commit management and staff to researching and 
investigating cultural resources. 
Response: The inventory and evaluation of cultural resources has been progressing slowly but 
steadily. The historic structures inventory is mostly complete, the archeological resources inventory is 
ongoing, and a parkwide inventory of cultural landscapes will begin in 2002. Research, treatment 
(restoration, preservation, rehabilitation) and interpretation (exhibits, publications) of cultural 
park competes with all other national park system units for these project funds, which are very 
limited. Voyageurs National Park has recently been successful in receiving some of these funds and 
will continue to seek funding for cultural resources. The park has also hired a museum technician and 
is increasing its interpretive staff, which will provide greater flexibility in the cultural resource 
program. 


B. Comment: The plan concludes that the National Park Service may permit the taking of park natural 
resources for traditional, ceremonial, or other purposes of Native Americans. Existing NPS 
Response: The plan does not propose permitting Native Americans to take any natural or cultural 
resources beyond those available to other park visitors, such as berries and wild rice. The National 
Park Service recognizes the affiliation that Native Americans have with the lands and waters of the 
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park and seeks to honor their history and connections with the park. The Park Service also recognizes 
and honors the affiliations of non-Native Americans with the lands and waters of the park. 


C. Comment: The language of the general management plan must be brought into compliance with 
existing NPS rules and regulations. 

Response: The plan is in compliance with NPS rules and regulations and other applicable laws and 
regulations. 

D. Comment: If the National Park Service believes that Native Americans possess a treaty nght to take 
plants and animals from Voyageurs National Park, the plan needs to describe the history and origin of 
such a right. 

Response: The plan does not propose any actions beyond those discussed with respect to Native 
Americans and tribes. Treaty issues are not discussed because none have been identified as relating to 
this pian or to the park’s management. 


E. Comment: The plan fails to present a range of alternatives for ethnographic resources, which violates 
the National Environmental Protection Act. 
Response: A range of alternatives for ethnographic resources is not presented because the park 
received virtually no comments cn this subject during the scoping process and comment periods. The 
range of alternatives presented for consideration represents responses to comments and issues 
identified by the park as needing to be addressed to ensure appropriate management of the park in the 
future. The National Park Service believes that its proposals concerning ethnographic resources meet 
the requirements of the planning process. The National Park Service is just beginning to learn about 
its ethnographic resources. When more is known, park managers may be able to develop alternatives 
for treatment. 


F. Comment: If there are 82 historic properties in the park, why would you retain only 30? 


Response: When the general management planning process began, 82 properties had been identified 
as being 50 years old or older, which means they are potential historic properties until they are 
evaluated for the National Register of Historic Properties. Since the formative stages of the planning 
process, the 82 properties have been evaluated, and 30 of those have been determined to be historic or 
eligible for the national register and the remaining properties are considered ineligible. The “National 
Register Criteria for Evaluation” are established standards that guide the selection of properties for 
the national register. The number of historic properties that are retained will be determined by a 
number of factors such as significance, condition, cost to maintain, and public support. 


G. Comment: The National Park Service should not place an emphasis on retaining and restoring cabins 
and sites that have dubious “cultural significance” such as recreation. The cultural emphasis should be 
on Native Americans and voyageurs. 

Response: The National Historic Preservation Act and the criteria of the national register program are 
used to identify historic and significant sites, reflecting a comprehensive outline of U.S. history, 
prehistory, and cultural endeavors. The Park Service is responsible for supporting the program’ s 
purpose: to include all areas of local, regional, and national historical significance. The area now 
included in Voyageurs National Park has been a recreational destination since the 1890s. This long 
history of recreational use is of considerable value to local and seasonal residents. It is particularly 
important to ensure preservation of some of these resources because the nature of recreation has and 
will continue to change as a result of the establishment of the park. 
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H. Comment: The plan does not describe cultural landscapes. 


Response: In the National Park Service’s Cultural Landscapes Inventory Professional Procedures 
Guide, 1998 cultural landscapes are defined as, 


Settings that human beings have created in the natural world. They reveal fundamental ties 
between people and the land — ties based on our need to grow food, give form to our 
settlements, meet requirements for recreation, and find suitable places to bury our dead. 
Cultural landscapes are intertwined patterns of things both natural and constructed — plants 
and fences, watercourses, and buildings. They range from formal gardens to cattle ranches, 
from cemeteries and pilgrimage routes to village squares. They are special places — 
expressions of human manipulation and adaptation of the land. 


Comment: Whose political considerations are part of the criteria for making decisions about historic 
properties and structures? 

Response: The general management planning process has considered comments and ideas submitted 
by both local and national constituents. Decisions about and evaluations of publicly owned resources 
in the park, such as historic properties and structures, are based on an objective and rational process 
that includes well-tested criteria. However, many decisions are somewhat influenced by the 
availability of funding, community interest, and political support. 

Comment: The National Park Service should enforce an appropriate timeline for implementation of a 
cultural resource monitoring program and ensure that a full resource evaluation is completed annually 
or biannually. 

Response: The National Park Service agrees that a monitoring program is needed. However, without 
a significant increase of staff and funding, routine (annual or biannual) monitoring and condition 
assessments of cultural resources will be limited to those resources at greatest risk and with the 
highest integrity. 


. Comment: Once an inventory of archeological resources is complete, the National Park Service 
should make stabilization and preservation of archeological resources a top priority. 

Response: Preservation of archeological resources is currently a high priority. Archeological 
resources are protected primarily by locating development and visitor activities a safe distance from 
these areas. Stabilization of archeological resources threatened by shoreline erosion is a high priority 
but dependent on special project funds. Four significant archeological sites have been stabilized to 
date, and funding is being sought for a fifth site. 


. Comment: The National Park Service should replicate and repatriate appropriate artifacts currently 
held in the museum collection in the spirit of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation 
Act. 


Response: In 1993 the park managers consulted with Native American bands about the park's 
archeological and ethnographic collections. One item was considered to be within the definitions of 
Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act , but the park has received no requests for 
repatriation. The park routinely consults with the bands in the area on park projects and activities. 
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ENTRY AND USER FEES 
ISSUE 1: IMPLEMENTING ENTRY AND USER FEES 


A. Comment: The plan should not implement entry or user fees because they are not consistent with free 
navigation of international waters and park usage does not warrant implementation at this time. 


Response: Entry fees are no longer being considered under the modified proposed action. A feasi- 
bility study would consider the need for collecting fees for the use of developed facilities, such as 
overnight sites and parking. No fees would be required to navigate international park waters. 


B. Comment: The implementation of a fee system would detract from the park’s ability so manage 
operations at current levels. Money otherwise targeted for park projects would have to be spent on 
implementing the fee system. 

Response: Only 2 of 43 national par units in the continental United States — including Voyageurs 
— do not currently require entry or use fees. A feasibility study that examines fees for facility uses is 
recommended in the modified proposed action. If warranted by the study, a future fee program would 
need to be cost-effective to support staffing and administration. 


ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT AND THE NATIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 


ISSUE 1: CHALLENGES TO STATEMENTS 


A. Comment: In the section “Actions Considered but Rejected” the plan states, “The temporary bay 
closures are important to the protection of wildlife, and they may need to be continued for quality 
wildlife management.” The scientific evidence that wolves or other wildlife are harmed by 
snowmobiles in the bays has not yet been put forward. The Draft GMP/EIS points out that wolves 
leave a bay when snowmobilers enter it, but it neglects to point out that they return when the 
snowmobiles leave. The language used is that the wolves are “disturbed.” It does not indicate that 
they are “harmed” in any way. !s temporary disturbance sufficient grounds to close bays to })uman 
recreation? 

Response: Yes. The U.S Fish and Wildlife Service is responsible for ensuring actions will not 
constitute an unauthorized taking of the protected species. Taking is defined as “harass, harm, pursue, 
hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture or collect,” and can include habitat modification where an 
animal is killed or injured through impairment of essential behavior such as feeding, breeding or 
sheltering (USFWS 2000). In 1992 the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service issued a biological opinion 
indicating the practice of allowing snowmobilers free access to all areas of the park was having a 
detrimental effect on wolves. Evidence indicated a few snowmobilers had harassed feeding wolves, 
scavenged the deer killed by the pack, or even killed wolves, particularly on the shallow bays of the 
park's large lakes (USFWS 1994). A follow-up report evaluating four years of observations of wolf 
activity and snowmobile use (on closed bays, despite its prohibition) found that use by either wolves 
or snowmobiles is exclusive the vast majority of the time (NPS 1996). Although wolves may 
eventually return to an area used by snowmobilers, the adverse effect of being chased off a kill, 


ee 
nonetheless occur 


B. Comment: The plan recognizes that an entry fee would result in “a short-term adverse impact on the 
number of visitors, resulting in a reduction in tourist spending.” The plan does not attempt to define 
“short-term” nor does it attempt to define the extent of the adverse impact. 


Response: The modified proposed action no longer recommends entry fees. 
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C. Comment: The plan states that the creation of a comprehensive program of exhibits, displays, 
publications, and other educational tools would foster tourism and aid businesses in the gateway 
communities. Exhibits would most likely be located at NPS facilities an there would likely be no fee 
to see these exhibits. The surrounding communities take the economic hit from fewer visitors, and the 
National Park Service takes the benefit of people viewing its exhibits. !t is very difficult to understand 
how this is a benefit to the surrounding communities, and it’s even move difficult to understand how 
the NPS came up with the conclusion that these exhibits, etc. would result in increased economic 
benefits to the surrounding communities. 


Response: One example of education-related recommendations under the modified proposed action is 
the development of 15—20 visitor :testination sites that would provide unique opportunities to learn 
about cultural and natural histor; of the Voyageurs region. Thus type of visitor attraction is not found 
in the Arrowhead Region of Minnesota, including the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness. 
The neighboring Wolf Center — an educational facility that includes exhibits, displays, publication 
and other educational tools — generates increased tourist spending in the town of Ely. Other 
education-related facilities such as the Gieat Lakes Aquarium or the Minnesota Science Museum 
serve as attractions that increase spending in respective urban areas. These examples of economic 
ripple-effects could potentially occur as a result of the development of educational facilities and 
programs at Voyageurs. It is difficult to understand how these measures would prove detrimental to 
the economies of surrounding communities. 


D. Comment: The plan fails to recognize the true socia! and economic impacts of limiting the number of 
houseboats, both private and commercial. 


Response: A short-term, interim limit would allow an increase in houseboat use and would therefore 
have no adverse impacts to the local economy. The proposed houseboat management plan would 
assess the economic issues related to houseboat management. Too many houseboats could also have 
negative social and economic impacts. 


E. Comment: The cumulative social and economic impacts state that “If recommended following a 
feasibility study, entry and overnight use fees are not expected to have a measurable effect on the 
regional economy after the first two years.” Since the rest of the impact analysis is unable to 
determine the extent of the adverse impact of user fees and permits, how can it determine that this 
adverse effect will only last two years? 

Response: The proposed feasibility studies and subsequent planning efforts outlined in the modified 
proposed action would examine cumulative social and economic impacts in greater detail. The 
statement mentioned in this comment has been removed from the Final GMP/EIS. 


F. Comment: The National Environmental Policy Act requires an adequate analysis of alternatives and 
says that reasons for eliminating alternatives must be discussed. The plan states without explanation 
that the banning of houseboats, motorboats, aircraft, and snowmobiles is beyond the scope of the 
plan. Consequently, the National Environmental Policy Act analysis is incomplete. 


Response: These recreational uses have been determined appropriate by congressional acts that 
include the enabling legislation and regulations at 36 CFR 7.33. The planning process has satisfied 
the NEPA obligations that require the examination and development of a range of viable alternatives 
(also see response to Environmental Protection Agency, comment 1). 


G. Comment: The long-term economic impact of the plan has not been addressed. 


Response: The economic impact to local communities has been addressed in “Chapter 4: 
Environmental Consequences.” The modified proposed action recommends many actions that would 
have long-term positive impacts on local economies. The actions outlined in the modified proposed 
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action would provide for more diverse recreational and educational opportunities and protect existing 
environmental quaiities of ti park that the public — including residents of local communities — 
overwhelmingly desire to retain 


. Comment: The information in the plan did not state the methodology for future review of houseboat 
numbers. The environmental impact statement should state a protocol. 


Response: Through the houseboat management planning process outlined under the modified 
proposed action, a methodology to determine and evaluate long-range houseboat use levels would be 
developed. Future monitoring would be considered an important element of that plan. 


Comment: Much of the information on houseboats that is missing from the Draft GMP/EIS was 
necessary to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. There is no reference in the Draft GMP/EIS 
to explain whether the National Park Service attempted to gather the information or whether the cost 
of gathering the information was exorbitant. These actions violate the National Environmental Policy 
Act. 

Response: Interim limits on houseboats were determined using creel survey data over the last 15 years 
to establish trends. The section of the NEPA guidelines to which the commenter refers is only 
relevant if the data is essential to making choices among alternatives where significant impacts are 
expected. No actions with the potential for significant impacts regarding houseboats are anticipated as 
a result of the Draft GMP/EIS. Despite this, the park recommends a future and more specific data 
collection and planning effort (resulting in a houseboat management plan tiered to the approved 
general management plan) to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. 


. Comment: On pages I-197 to I-199, houseboats are grouped with motorboats relative to the impact of 
two-stroke motors. The plan should be amended to explain that houseboats are not included in the 
discussion of impacts caused by two-stroke engines because most houseboats operate with four-stroke 
motors. 


Response: Some commercial houseboats have four-stroke engines and some have two-stroke engines. 
However, the majority of private houseboats are older boats with two-stroke engines. In response to 
this and other commenters’ questions, the emissions analysis was repeated using updated craft hours 
for 1999 or 2000 and assuming 50% of houseboats and 25% of motorboats are currently operated by 
four-stroke or fuel-injection engines. By applying these assumptions to the U.S. side of Rainy Lake, 
motorized watercraft would expel an average of 76,000 gallons (287,000 liters) of a gas-oil mixture 
per year. Assuming 5% of all motorized boats continue to convert to four-stroke or fuel-injected 
engines per year, the output would be reduced to 60,000 gallons (232,000 liters) in 10 years. Over the 
20-year life of the plan, motorboat engines would emit about 1.35 million gallons (5.1 million liters) 
into Rainy Lake. The original analysis predicted emissions would exceed 1.5 million gallons over the 
life of the plan. The Final GMP/EIS has been changed to incorporate 1.35 million gallons (as well as 
revised estimates for the park's other large lakes) as a reasonable minimum estimate of discharges 
from motorized watercraft. 


. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS examines only three alternatives in detail. The Draft GMP/EIS, which 
is a 20-year plan, is almost impossible to fairly encapsulate into three alternatives. The National 
Environmental Policy Act requires that the National Park Service vigorously explore and objectively 
evaluate all reasonable alternatives. It must also provide substantial analysis in sufficient detail to 
allow reviewers to evaluate their comparative merit. The limited alternatives reviewed in the draft 
environmental impact statement do not meet the high standard imposed by the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Response: The Council on Environmental Quality clarified the section of the regulations the 
commenter is referring to in its document NEPA’s “Forty Most Asked Questions” (1981). The CEQ 
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regulations state that agencies must examine a reasonable number of alternatives that cover the full 
spectrum of reasonable options (Question 1b). Although viable additional alternatives may exist, the 
interdisciplinary team that framed the alternatives believes it has identified the full spectrum of 
reasonable options given NPS, public, and other agency objectives and legal, policy, or other 
constraints. In other words, any additional alternatives would not be significantly different from those 
analyzed in the Draft GMP/EIS. The modified proposed action in the Final GMP/EIS was crafted 
from points the NPS decision makers felt represented the best of each alternative and based on public 
review and input. When the National Park Service did not have what it believed was adequate 
information to make a decision, a future planning process has been proposed to collect data to make 
more focused decisions. Examples of this future planning, which would be tiered to this Final 
GMP/EIS, include a disturbed land restoration plan, vegetation plan, site development plans for 
visitor destinations, and a houseboat management plan. 


In terms of detail of analysis, the Draft GMP/EIS is appropriately policy level or programmatic. It 
identifies development zones and future conditions for the park which are considered “general 
matters.” More site-specific plans or specific policy or programmatic documents (such as the 
houseboat management plan) would be tiered to the Final GMP/EIS so that the park could focus on 
“issues that are ripe for decision” at each level of the decision-making process (40 CFR 1508.28). 


Comment: An environmental impact statement is required to provide a “full and fair discussion of 
significant environmental impacts” in its analysis. The general management plan shows a bias against 
houseboat visitors, and therefore the Draft GMP/EIS does not meet this “fairness” standard imposed 
by the National Environmental Policy Act. 

Response: The National Environmental Policy Act asks that agencies discuss impacts of the 
alternatives they believe are responsive to their own mandates and objectives. The objectives, the 
purpose of and the need for action, and constraints are identified by the agency with public input. The 
alternatives are created in response to these factors, and each is analyzed in appropriate detail to 
determine the environmental pros and cons. The range of alternatives is “biased” in the sense that it 
must meet objectives the National Park Service believes are important to carry out its mandates, and it 
cannot always accommodate public wishes. 


Comment: The National Park Service violated the National Environmental Policy Act by using the 
Draft GMP/EIS to justify decisions that had already been made. The National Park Service essentially 
prepared one document that incorporated both the general management plan and the draft environ- 
mental impact statement. Combining the documents makes it difficult for the reviewer to determine 
where the General Management Plan ends and the Environmental Impact Statement begins. It seems 
obvious the planning portion of the document controlled the environmental impact analysis. 


Response: As with any other federal action, the park’s general management plan must be selected 
from among a set of reasonable alternatives whose environmental pros and cons have been analyzed 
and compared. Following this analysis and prescribed public input and review, the National Park 
Service will be able to make an informed choice between the alternatives. This choice will become 
the approved general management plan. In fact, it would be a violation to choose an alternative first 
and then complete the NEPA process, as the National Environmental Policy Act is considered a 
specific and legally required environmental planning process for all federal actions. Because 
environmental information derived as a result of the NEPA process is integral to planning, it is logical 
to analyze general management plan alternatives within the context of an environmental impact 
statement. 
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N. Comment: The National Park Service is mandated by the National Environmental Policy Act to use 
best management practices. 
Response: The term “best management practices” usually refers to specific standardized mitigation 
measures taken to minimize impacts to water quality and is not part of the NEPA regulations. While 
the National Park Service and all federal agencies are required to consider the policy statements in 
section 101 of the National Environmental Policy Act during decision-making, these statements are 
considered advisory rather than mandatory because the National Environmental Policy Act is a 
procedural, rather than substantive, act. Nonetheless, the National Park Service does always consider 
and protect the integrity of park resources and values in its decision making so that these resources 
remain unimpaired for future generations to enjoy. 


FIRE MANAGEMENT 
ISSUE 1: PRESCRIBED FIRES 


A. Comment: Prescribed fires should not be conducted during peak visiting days (May 15 to September 
15). 


Response: The modified proposed action includes the use of fire and other vegetation management 
policies to support a broad range of resource management objectives. Although visitor experience 
would continue to constrain how and when fire is used, one goal of vegetation management could be 
to ultimately increase visitor enjoyment of the park’s forests. It is possible that some burning of the 
park’s vegetation may need to occur during peak visiting days to achieve these longer-term goals 
based on specific burn prescriptions, including weather and fuel moisture, among other criteria. 


B. Comment: Controlled burns destroy wildlife, pollute the atmosphere, add dioxin to the lakes, rivers 
and streams, and can get out of control. The National Park Service should not conduct controlled 
burns. 


Response: The comment is correct in that any fire can destroy wildlife habitat and even kill wildlife 
itself, although wildlife is highly adaptable and will often move to wetland or bog areas to escape a 
fire. Burning vegetation also temporarily affects air quality by contributing particulates in the form of 
smoke and ash. However, fire is a natural part of the ecosystem, and native wildlife, vegetation, and 
ecosystem processes cannot function without fire. This is described in much greater detail in the Draft 
GMPYEIS in the sections on vegetation (see page I-192, for example) and wildlife (see p. 1-204, for 
example). In addition, in large areas such as that encompassed by the park, fire is the most feasible 
means of ensuring fuels do not accumulate. If they are not burned under controlled conditions by park 
managers, they will ultimately burn out of control under wildfire conditions and pose a health and 
safety threat to neighboring landowners. The comment is also correct that one study (EPA 1991) did 
find that miniscule amounts of dioxin are released during forest fires. This report, however, could not 
determine whether the fire was the source of dioxin or whether it had simply been volatilized from 
residues previously deposited on leaves. An average burn year at Voyageurs could release 
approximately as much dioxin as burning 200 cords of wood. 


However, it is also true that in 12 years of conducting 29 prescribed burns and three wildland fire use 
fires, no private, state, or county lands have been impacted by Voyageurs fire management actions. 
The majority of the prescribed burns are conducted in the spring (between the end of April and mid 
June). During this time prevailing winds have a southerly component. The burning prescriptions 
normally call for southerly winds that will move the smoke and any wind-dominated fire movement 
to the north. 
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FISHERIES 

ISSUE 1: MANAGEMENT 

A. Comment: The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources should continue to lead the management 
of fisheries. 
Response: The existing park policy for fish and wildlife management calls for continued partnering 
with state managers for cooperative fisheries management. Under the modified proposed action the 
park would work more closely with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources and the Ontario 
Ministry of Natural Resources to develop cooperative and unified approaches to fisheries 
management. 

B. Comment: If the management of fish species requires nonnatural restoration, a fish hatchery should 
elite’ 
Response: According to NPS management policies, artificial stocking of native fish can be used in 
natural zones if it is the best means of reestablishing native species in their historic ranges. 

C. Comment: Commercial fishing should be prohibited in the park. 
Response: Existing commercial fishing operations have been almost eliminated. As indicated in the 
Draft GMP/EIS (see page 1-129), only one commercial whiefish operation in the park portion of 
Rainy Lake and one on Namakan Lake currently remain. When the permits for these operations 

D. Comment: More stringent slot limits should be imposed. 
Response: The agencies charged with managing fish populations in lakes inside the park are 
examining data on the effectiveness of existing slot limits in stabilizing age and size classes of fish. 
Additional limits may be imposed if the agencies believe they are needed to achieve mutual 

E. Comment: The National Park Service should open Beast Lake to at least catch and release fishing. 
Response: Because the park’s primary mandate is to protect park resources and values from 
impairment, Beast Lake has been closed to all fishing to allow the restoration of the northern pike 
population. When agency managers believe this goal has been adequately met, they will decide 


whether the lake should be reopened and to what type of fishing. 
FIXED-WING AIRCRAFT (FLOATPLANES/SEAPLANES) 
Note: Floatplanes and seaplanes are referred to exclusively as fixed-wing aircraft in the Final GMP/EIS; 
however, the terms are used interchangeably in the following comments and responses. 
ISSUE 1: ACCESS 


A. Comment: The plan should maintain the current level of access for private and commercial fixed- 
wing aircraft (floatplanes). 
Response: The current level of access for private and commercial operators of fixed-wing aircraft 
would continue under the proposed action. 

B. Comment: The plan should keep private floatplane use at its current level. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action the current level of park access for private fixed-wing 
aircraft would continue. This includes the park's four major lakes and seven designated interior lakes. 
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C. Comment: The plan should increase floatplane access to the interior lakes. 
Response: Fixed-wing aircraft access to interior lakes would continue to be regulated in accordance 
with existing park policy, which allows entry to seven of the park’s interior lakes (recommended non- 
wilderness). 
The NPS Management Policies 2001 require that proposed wilderness areas must be managed the 
same as designated wilderness, and that no actions be taken that would diminish wildemess suitability 
(such as permitting access to proposed wilderness areas via fixed-winged aircraft) until the legislative 
process for wilderness designation has been completed. 

D. Comment: Floatplane access should be removed from all interior lakes except Mukooda. 


Response: This concept was reviewed but rejected under the proposed action. Park rangers estimate 
that approximately one dozen private fixed-wing aircraft currently access interior lakes during 
summer seasons. Fixed-wing aircraft that access interior lakes are relatively infrequent and provide an 
additional transportation means to remote areas. Additionally, only a few public scoping comments 
related to this issue. 


E. Comment: The plan should allow commercial floatplanes throughou! the park without restrictions on 
numbers or uses. Specifically, allow commercial floatplanes at Kabetogama Lake. Traditionally, 
commercial floatplanes landed on and took off from Kabetogama Lake. 

Response: Kabetogama Lake was included within the jurisdiction of Voyageurs National Park when 
established by Congress. Therefore, compliance with laws that govern commercial operations within 
park boundaries is required. 

During public scoping and review of the Draft GMP/EIS, very few comments expressed interest in 
commercial fixed-wing aircraft tours or expanded uses. 

As described in the modified proposed action, should the Federal Aviation Administration notify the 
National Park Service that a commercial enterprise has applied for approval to provide air tours over 
the park, an air tour management plan would need to be developed prior to approval. The 
management plan would address such subjects as flights into, out of, within, and over Voyageurs 

F. Comment: The plan should not allow commercial aircraft on park waters. Specifically, do not allow 
commercial floatplanes at Kabetogama. 

Response: Commercial aircraft use is minimal and currently only serves Shoepack Lake. The 
proposed action would not allow commercial fixed-wing aircraft to land on Kabetogama Lake. 
Should the need arise to evaluate new applications for permits, an air tour management plan would be 
developed. 

G. Comment: Park overflights should be banned. 

: The Federal Aviation Administration is responsible for managing the air space over 
national parks. The proposed action has been modified to specifically address the need to develop an 
air tour management plan should the need arise. 


H. Comment: All fixed-wing aircraft should be prohibited from Voyageurs National Park, except for 
emergencies. 
Response: Under the park's enabling legislation (sec. 303), “seaplanes” (fixed-wing aircraft) may be 


provided for when planning for park development. Subsequent regulations specifically outline laws 
that apply to aircraft in national parks. Since park roads are confined to mainland areas and travel 
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within the park often requires covering great distances, fixed-wing aircraft afford a traditional and 
efficient means of transit at Voyageurs. 


Comment: Implementing altitude restrictions over the park is unsafe. 

Response: No altitude restrictions would be recommended at Voyageurs National Park under the 
modified proposed action. The Federal Aviation Administration is responsible for managing the air 
space over national parks. 


Comment: The Air Tour Management Act does not provide the authority to regulate commercial 
flights into, out of, and within the park. The National Park Service should develop an air tour 
management plan that covers all flights into, out of, within, and over Voyageurs National Park. 


Response: The National Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000, part of Public Law 106-181, was 
signed into law on April 5, 2000. The act requires operators who conduct commercial air tours over 
national parks, tribal lands within such parks, or tribal lands abutting such parks to apply to the 
Federal Aviation Administration to obtain a certificate to continue these commercial air tour 
operators. 

As described in the modified proposed action, should the Federal Aviation Administration notify the 
National Park Service that a commercial enterprise has applied for approval to provide air tours over 
the park, an air tour management plan would need to be developed prior to approval. The 
management plan would address such subjects as flights into, out of, within, and over Voyageurs 
National Park. 

Comment: Private floatplane use should be evaluated through an air tour management plan as 
required by the National Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000. 

Response: The National Parks Air Tour Management Act provides regulatcry policy for commercial 
air tours only. Private fixed-wing aircraft use has been evaluated and determined appropriate in the 
1992 Wilderness Recommendation and in 36 CFR 7.33(c). 

Comment: Access to private property via floatplane should remain unrestricted. 


Response: Access to private inholdings by fixed-wing aircraft or other mechanized means would 
continue. 


. Comment: Why does the plan limit discussion to fixed-wing aircraft? 


Response: Fixed-wing aircraft is the type of aircraft that has traditionally been used to access 
Voyageurs. Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations specifically addresses the type of aircraft 
activity allowed within national parks. Other forms of aircraft that access or fly over the park would 
be evaluated should conflicts or adverse impacts arise. 


Comment: If a hiking trail to Shoepack Lake is developed, then floatplane access to Shoepack should 
be prohibited. 

Response: Under the modified proposed action a hiking trail has not been proposed between Loiten 
and Shoepack Lakes. A waterway corridor, including an overland portage, provides a connection 
between Little Shoepack and Shoepack Lakes that allows for canoe access. 
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ISSUE 2: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

A. Comment: The environmental impact of seaplanes is minimal and short in duration. 
Response: Fixed-wing aircraft can add air and water pollutants, but they are also a concern as a 
source of noise that affects wildlife. A summary of impacts to wildlife attributed by the scientific 
literature to noise levels typical of fixed-wing aircraft is available in the Draft GMP/EIS under 
“Alternative 3: Impacts to Wildlife.” A single plane may not have more thari a minor effect on 
wildlife; however, 30—40 trips to a particular location, as anticipated in alternative 3 to a particular 
area of Kabetogama Lake, could have major cumulative impacts to particular individuals or colonies 
of birds and other wildlife. 


B. Comment: The plan states that fixed-wing aircraft pollute and disrupt wildlife, but impacts are 
minimal — so why is there a problem? 


Response: As noted above, it may be true that a single flight by a single plane produces only 
temporary effects. However, several flights a day by many planes can result in permanent impacts on 
individual or groups of wildlife in a particular location, causing major impacts to an animal’s energy 
reserves or ability to nest or breed. This can leave adults weakened and unable to survive harsh 
weather, and can eventually have an adverse impact at a population level by reducing the number of 
young successfully fledged. 


ISSUE 3: VISITOR EXPERIENCE 


A. Comment: How many aircraft-related noise complaints has the park received? 


Response: Voyageurs National Park has received a few written and some verbal complaints about 
aircraft-related noise, but park management is not based wholly on the number of comments or 
complaints received. Biologists and managers have become increasingly aware of the role that natural 
sounds play in ecosystems and the key role of quiet in parks. During scoping sessions for this 
planning effort, visitors and other commenters specifically noted that what they value in Voyageurs 
National Park is its peace and quiet. Others specifically commented on the value of natural sounds 
like the call of loons and other birds. It is the responsibility of the National Park Service to preserve 
or restore the natural soundscapes associated with national parks. The sounds of nature are inherent 
components of “the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein.” Natural 
sounds and tranquillity are major resources of many national parks and are valued by visitors. 


B. Comment: The plan should allow for visitors to be picked up and dropped off at campsites, 
houseboats, and resorts. No alternative adequately provides the level of service needed and requested 
each year by visitors. 

Response: This type of activity is not compatible with national parks, in accordance with legislation, 
and it is specifically prohibited by 36 CFR 2.17 except in emergencies. Park managers must also 
consider NPS Director's Order 47, which requires “the protection, maintenance, or restoration of the 
natural soundscape resource in a condition unimpaired by inappropriate or excessive noise sources.” 
Moreover, the demand for shuttle services via fixed-wing aircraft has not been expressed at 
Voyageurs National Park. Accessing the lakecountry camping sites by private floatplane would 
continue to be allowed. 
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C. Comment: There is no air service to Kettle Falls because Einarson’s stopped conducting flights and 
no one else is allowed to do so. 
Response: Air service to Kettle Falls by means of commercial operator was minimal in 1998, and the 
permit renewal was not requested from this vendor in 1999. The park would evaluate application for 
an incidental business permit, if an application was submitted. 


D. Comment: Docks for planes are needed at Kettle Falls, the Rainy Lake visitor center, the Kabetogama 


Response: The National Park Service feels that existing dock or beach facilities provide adequate 
landing facilities for fixed-wing aircraft. 


HOUSEBOATS 
ISSUE 1: HOUSEBOAT LIMITS AND PERMITS 


A. Comment: Limiting the number of private and commercial houseboats is unreasonable and 
unnecessary at this time. It is blatant discrimination against houseboaters and will deny use. 
Response: The National Park Service must address the issue of carrying capacity in all units of the 
national park system. In accordance with NPS Director’s Order 2: Park Planning, the planning 
process must consider use levels that are consistent with resource conservation mandates and visitor 
experiences. 

The modified proposed action recommends the establishment of a reasonable interim limit of 60 
houseboats per basin, and it would require houseboat users to secure a permit for overnight use. A 
houseboat management plan would be developed to help establish future houseboat use. 


This establishment of the interim limit has been based on creel survey data gathered during peak 
periods of park use (please see the creel survey information that has been added to chapter 3 of the 
Final GMP/EIS). The proposed limit would allow for substantially greater numbers of houseboats 
than currently use the lakes at any one time. However, future projections based on trends indicate that 
houseboat use would need to be managed to maintain visitor experience and resource protection goals 
recommended by the modified proposed action. 


The intent of the interim limits is not to discriminate against or deny use to houseboaters, but to 
preserve park qualities and visitor values. Many public comments received by the park during public 
scoping and the draft review articulated the need to establish houseboat limits at Voyageurs. 


B. Comment: There is no information to support a limit on houseboats. The National Park Service has 
not done enough studying of the private houseboat population to limit it to 10. There is no 
justification for houseboat limits in the plan. 

Response: The creel surveys provide quality information used to establish an interim limit on 
houseboats. In addition, extensive public comments requested that a limit be placed on houseboats. 
By studying the creel information and projecting that creel information into the future, we can justify 
a need to establish an interim limit on the number of houseboats in the park. The interim limit would 
only be implemented until a proposed houseboat management plan was completed and approved. No 
comprehensive data exist that distinguishes between private and commercial houseboat use at 
Voyageurs. The original limit of 10 private houseboats was primarily based on ranger observation. 
The modified proposed action would treat private and commercial houseboats equally under the 
interim permitting system. 


The National Park Service recognizes the need to develop a more comprehensive database concerning 
public and private houseboat use levels. More data concerning houseboat ownership and use would be 
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gathered during development of a houseboat management plan, as described under the modified 

proposed action. 

. Comment: How did the National Park Service come up with the limit of 10 private houseboats in each 

basin? 

Response: No comprehensive park visitor data distinguishes between private and commercial 

houseboats. The limit of 10 private houseboats per basin was based on ram _.cr observations and 

previous inventory gathered by the park. 

The modified proposed action makes no distinction between private and commercial houseboat use 
a 


. Comment: A permit system is not required for other park users. The plan blatantly discriminates 
against houseboaters. 
Response: The modified proposed action recommends a no-fee, self-registration permit system for all 


Comment: What are the details of the houseboat permit system? 

Response: The modified proposed action establishes an interim limit on overnight houseboat use, 
organized through a permitting system. The exact regulations of the interim no-fee permit system 
would be developed following approval of the general management plan. The specific details of long- 
term housebcat management would be determined as part of the Houseboat Management Pian 
process. 

. Comment: What are the alternatives for private houseboaters who don’t get a permit? 

Response: As with many national park and recreation areas, visitors who cannot obtain a required 
permit for a specific use at a certain time must investigate other recreation options. If a permit cannot 
be obtained, houseboaters may need to investigate overnight use at Crane Lake, Canadian portions of 
Rainy, Namakan, or Sand Point Lakes, and other areas. 

Although details of the interim houseboat limit have not been determined in this planning process, it 
is likely that permits would be made available in advance of anticipated park use. The interim limit of 
60 houseboats per basin places no restriction on day use. 


. Comment: Permits should be issued for all private houseboats currently docked on Rainy Lake, 
Response: Under the modified proposed action all houseboats would be treated equitably (regardless 
of docking location), and all houseboat owners would have an equal opportunity to obtain an 
overnight permit. The permit system would ensure that no more than 30 nights of use per year would 
occur by a single user. This is an existing regulation in the park. 

. Comment: The plan should limit the number of houseboats in the park. 

Response: The modified proposed action would place an interim limit of 60 houseboats per basin. As 
previously stated, a proposed houseboat management plan would address in detail topics related to 
houseboats, such as carrying capacity. 
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Comment: The plan should limit houseboats to the west side of the Brule so it would be more 
enjoyable and peaceful for other park users. 
Response: No distinctions were made concerning boat use on the park’s four major lakes. The 


proposed houseboat management plan would further investigate houseboat management east and west 
of the Brule. 


Comment: Lake Powell allows more houseboats per acre than Voyageurs. Does the payment to the 
National Park Service at Lake Powell have any bearing on this proposal? 

Response: An appropriate number of houseboats allowed for overnight use would be based on 
resource capacity and desired visitor experience at Voyageurs National Park. Fees would not be 
collected as part of the interim houseboat permit system. Under the modified proposed action a 


Comment: Implementing a quota system for private houseboats would be taking akin to inverse 
Response: Any reference to condemnation implies the commenter had a previous property right. This 
is not the case with any recreational user in the park, including houseboaters. In addition, the 
modified proposed action does not prevent access to the park via houseboat, and only restricts the 
number of houseboaters that stay overnight. As stated in the description of the modified proposed 
action, a houseboat management plan would examine and define issues related to houseboat carrying 
Capacity and would recommend long-term management strategies related to houseboating in the park. 
Comment: The only reason the National Park Service is restricting houseboats is because somebody 
Response: The adverse visual impact of houseboats was mentioned in a number of public comments. 
However, overnight use restrictions for houseboats was proposed primarily to achieve a balance of 
future recreational uses. 


. Comment: The number of private houseboat slips in the lakes surrounding the park is limited and 


controlled by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources. As a result, the number of private 
houseboats in the area is regulated. 

Response: Criteria used by the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources for issuing construction 
permits for slips and docks does not consider the issue of overnight carrying capacity in the park. 
Comment: The National Park Service should not charge for houseboat permits. 

Response: A proposed facility use fee feasibility study would determine the appropriateness of park 
fees. Fees would not be charged until this study has been completed and recommendations made 
based on its findings. 

Comment: Houseboat limits should take into account the seniority of the houseboat companies. 
Response: All houseboats would be treated equally regardless of seniority of the houseboat 
companies. 

Comment: There is no evidence of graywater impacts; therefore, houseboat restrictions are not 
needed. 


Response: The issue of graywater is only one reason why the National Park Service is proposing 
limits on the number of houseboats in the park. The visual impact, balance of uses, and overall visitor 
experience are additional considerations (also see issue 3 below). 
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Q. Comment: The plan allows the number of commercial houseboats to expand and reduces the number 
of private houseboats. The plan should provide the same number of permits for private and 
commercial houseboats. 


Response: The modified proposed action affords equal access to no-fee permits (interim limit of 60 
per basin) for private and commercial houseboat users, without differentiating by ownership. 


R. Comment: Since the plan allows the number of commercial houseboats to increase, those vacationing 
in the park on a houseboat are allowed increased use whereas local, private houseboat owners are 
limited 
Response: As previously mentioned, under the modified proposed action interim permits required for 
houseboat overnight use would not distinguish between type of ownership. All houseboat users and 
owners, whether private or commercial, would be provided equal access for obtaining interim 

~ 

S. Comment: By limiting the number of private houseboats to 10, the plan unfairly targets private 
houseboaters as the prime source of congestion, pollution, and visual impact. There are more 
commercial houseboats in the park than private houseboats. 

Response: The restrictions and interim permit requirements for houseboats outlined in the modified 
| acti 14 not distinguish t privete and ‘al ¢ 

T. Comment: Can the National Park Service legally separate commercial and private houseboats? 
would not distinguish between type of ownership. 


U. Comment: The plan states that the National Park Service encourages people to visit, but limiting 
private houseboats to 10 will turn people away. 


Response: The National Park Service encourages a broad range of users to visit Voyageurs and tries 
to ensure a balance of user groups. The modified proposed action does not distinguish between type 
of ownership for interim permits required for overnight houseboat use. The number of interim permits 
— 60 per basin — would allow for increases from current levels. 


VY. Comment: By limiting houseboats, the National Park Service discriminates against the elderly. 
Response: Diverse venues that accommodate a range of physical abilities and interests are provided 
for at Voyageurs. Under the modified proposed action all visitors would have equal opportunities for 
obtaining a houseboat overnight use permit. 


W. Comment: The park should complete a houseboat management pian following the completion of the 
general management plan. The park should not complete a houseboat management plan. 
Response: The park agrees that further planning is needed before considering any long-term decisions 
commitment to begin a planning process, culminating in a detailed houseboat management plan that 
would further study and research issues related to houseboat use in the park. The planning process 
X. Comment: In several places the plan talks about the need to control houseboats, yet it states that 
houseboating has increased minimally over the last 10 years. 


Response: The National Park Service has determined that the creel survey data (1986-99) provides 
the most accurate record of houseboat use at Voyageurs. Based on this survey, it is evident that 
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houseboat use has increased considerably at Voyageurs National Park during the previous 14 years. 
The creel survey data is adequate for making interim park management decisions related to interim 
houseboat linuts. However, as noted above, more detailed information is desired before any long-term 
decisions are ise. 


Y. Comment: The National Park Service’s method for counting visitors does not distinguish between 
them and places restrictions on private houseboat use. The limit placed on private houseboats is based 
on flawed visitor use data and is therefore unreasonable, arbitrary, and capricious. 

Response: As noted above, the modified proposed action no longer distinguishes between private and 
commercial houseboats. In addition, the National Park Service used creel survey data instead of a 
visitor survey (used in the Draft GMP/EIS) to set an interim limit, since the creel survey provides the 
most accurate and defensible source of information related to houseboat use levels. 


The method used to gather creel data has been consistent for the previous 20 years. Additionally, the 
Starting in 2000, the pilot began to distinguish between private and commercial houseboats. The 

to obtain interim permits. A houseboat management plan would develop additional information to 
make long-term decisions on houseboat management. 


ISSUE 2: COMMERCIAL HOUSEBOATS 
A. Comment: Commercial houseboats are allowed to expand at the expense of private houseboats. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action permits required for houseboat overnight use would 
not distinguish between type of ownership. 


B. Comment: Are not houseboat owners private companies that the National Park Service makes sites 
for and encourages their physical and advertising presence? 
Response: A broad range of visitor activities are available in the park, including houseboating, 
in the vicinity of the park. In other words, the park has not made sites to encourage the presence of a 
particular business, but rather the businesses have developed in response to the park's policy of 
providing for a variety of visitor uses. 

C. Comment: Placing limits on commercial boats will create a monopoly and bar new companies from 
entering the field. 
Response: The modified proposed action would not establish limited concession contracts with 
existing houseboat companies. 


D. Comment: The limit for commercial houseboats should be 60 per basin. During mediation the panel 
agreed to a limit of 60 commercial houseboats. 


Response: A consensus was never reached during mediation regarding the limit for commercial 
houseboats at Voyageurs National Park. However, under the modified proposed action an interim 
limit of 60 houseboats per basin, which includes both commercial and private houseboats, would be 
established. This number would be reanalyzed in the proposed houseboat management plan described 
in several responses above and in the Final GMP/EIS. Based on cree! data, this limit would continue 
to allow for substantial increases in houseboat use during the next several years. 
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E. Comment: The park should not allow the exclusive use of beaches and campsites by commercial 
houseboats. 


Response: The park provides equal access to all developed day use and overnight sites. Approxi- 
camping. 


F. Comment: The plan should not include any form of a limited concession or concession contract for 
the commercial houseboat companies. The companies should be allowed to operate with an incidental 
ial - 
houseboat companies. 

G. Comment: The plan should not limit the number of commercial houseboats without evidence. 


Response: The creel survey (1986 to 2000) provides a valid and defensible data source related to 
houseboat use levels at Voyageurs. The National Park Service believes that an interim limit of 60 
houseboats per basin is a reasonable management action, and it recommends a houseboat 
management plan to examine houseboat use in greater detail. 


ISSUE 3: ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF HOUSEBOATS 


A. Comment: Why didn’t the National Park Service perform studies on the impact of private 
houseboats? Is it fair to assume that since the No onal Park Service did not study the impacts of 
private houseboats, it is of the opinion that the short- and long-term impacts of private houseboat use 
in the park are negligible and not worth studying? 

Response: Both private and commercial houseboats can pollute the park's lakes through the addition 
of hydrocarbon and combustion products and the dumping of graywater. The analysis of hydrocarbon 
releases from motorized watercraft includes houseboats and has been re-calculated to provide a 
reasonable lower limit assuming a greater percentage of houseboats use four-stroke engines. 
However, it is likely that a larger percentage of private houseboats use two-stroke engines and are 
therefore larger, rather than smaller, relative sources of pollution than commercial houseboats. In 
terms of graywater releases, lake water is pumped into both commercia! and private houseboats to use 
for bathing, cleaning, and dishwashing and is released into the lake after use. This adds small amounts 
of pollutants, including detergents, bacteria, food waste, and other materials that create a biological 
oxygen demand in the immediate vicinity where the water is dumped. However, because of the large 
volume of the lakes where houseboats are allowed, the impact on local water quality is short-term and 
Ligible parkwide. 
Creel survey data was used to determine the amount of graywater houseboats release in the park's 
lakes. These data count houseboats on the water, but do not differentiate between private and 
commercial boats. Therefore, the totals analyzed in the Draft GMP/EIS (and re-analyzed in the Final 
GMP/EIS) include both. Even assuming very high use figures, in most cases graywater would be 
quickly diluted. As indicated in the Draft GMP/EIS (see p. 1-197, for example), the exception to this 
would be if houseboats moored in shallow bays for more than a few hours. 
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ISSUE 4: ECONOMIC IMPACTS OF HOUSEBOATS 


A. 


Comment: The plan does not include data to support the statement that houseboat limits will have no 
significant economic impact on the overall economy of the park’s gateway communities. 

Response: The modified proposed action recommends a houseboat management plan to examine and 
assess benefits and adverse economic impacts of houseboat limits. An interim limit of 60 houseboats 
per basin would continue to allow expansion at existing rates of commercial houseboats over the next 
several years; therefore enterprises in gateway communities should not be adversely impacted. 


ISSUE 5: HOUSEBOAT DEFINITION 


A. 


Comment: The plan’s definition of a houseboat should be rewritten to more accurately define a 
houseboat. 


Response: The definition of houseboat has been revised in the glossary of the Final GMP/EIS. 


Comment: If an owner takes out the head on their houseboat, will it be a regular boat and they can go 
wherever and whenever they want? 


Response: No. 


ISSUE 6: GRAYWATER 


A. 


Comment: The plan’s proposal for graywater containment discriminates against houseboaters because 
campers are not required to contain graywater. 

Response: Tent campers in particular are and will continue to be encouraged to bathe, wash dishes, 
and dispose of wastewater 200 feet from a water source. The park would use the opportunity 
presented by the implementation of a no-fee, self-registration permit system to educate all visitors 
about low-impact camping practices, including the disposal of washwater. The scale of graywater 
releases from houseboats, where water is easily pumped onboard for bathing, washing, and cleaning, 
is different from land-based camping and more likely to cause localized impacts. These questions will 
be further researched as a part of the houseboat management plan process. 


Comment: The plan should not require houseboats to contain graywater because few, if any, studies 
have demonstrated the impact of houseboat graywater on the park. In addition, the cost of installation 
and the lack of space on boats to add graywater tanks makes immediate compliance unreasonable. 


Response: As noted in this comment, few, if any, studies have been conducted. However, it is 
reasonable to assume dumping graywater contributes to the biological oxygen demand through the 
release of nutrients and bacteria in the immediate vicinity. It is also known that many aquatic 
immobile invertebrates or mobile aquatic life linked to a specific habitat may be adversely affected by 
decreases in dissolved oxygen. In addition to these possible impacts on natural resources, visitors and 
park staff have noted visual impacts from the dumping of graywater. These issues as well as any 
possible requirements for containment will be further studied and evaluated in the proposed 
houseboat management plan. 


Comment: The plan should require graywater containment. New houseboats should be required to 
have a graywater holding tank. 


Response: The factors described above would be examined in more detail in the proposed houseboat 
management planning process to determine whether graywater containment is warranted. 
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D. Comment: Houseboats not currently docked near the park should not be allowed in the park unless 
they have graywater holding tanks. All currently docked housebc its should be retrofitted with 
graywater holding tanks. 

Response: The factors described above would be examined in more detail in the proposed houseboat 
management planning process to determine whether graywater containment is warranted. 


E. Comment: The only thing houseboaters add to the lake is biodegradable soap. 
Response: Graywater can also include nutrients, skin, hair, bacteria, food wastes, and other products 
from washing dishes and bathing. In addition, not all houseboaters use biodegradable soap, and the 
detergents themselves can contain phosphorus or other compounds that affect oxygen levels. 
F. : If graywater containment is required, will the National Park Service provide pumping 
9 


Response: This and other questions regarding regulations and logistics would be answered through 
the proposed houseboat management plan. 


ISSUE 7: VISITOR EXPERIENCE 


A. Coiament: Houseboats are extremely unappealing to look at, and they ruin the pristine beauty of the 
park. The plan should require neutral-colored paint for houseboats so they blend into the landscape. 


Response: Many public comments expressed the adverse visual impacts and obtrusive appearance of 
houseboats at Voyageurs. Aesthetics would be considered in the proposed houseboat management 
plan. 


B. Comment: Who determined that houseboat use in the park adversely affects the experience of other 
park visitors? There are no references cited. Where is the evidence that limiting houseboats would 
improve the visitor experience? 

Response: The park received numerous comments related to visitor experience and houseboating 
during the public scoping process and the review of the Draft GMP/EIS. Many comments indicated 
that houseboating at Voyageurs had begun to dominate in-water recreational use, visual 
characteristics, and use of tent camping sites. Examples of specific comments received during scoping 
include “need to create a balance between use levels and quality of experience” and be “willing to 
establish limits / carrying capacity if necessary.” A significant number of comments reflected the 

need to limit houseboat use, size, and the number of persons at houseboat sites. 


These issues and trends indicated by creel data were adequate to establish interim limits on the 
number of houseboats park waters can accommodate without impairing the experience for 
nonhouseboating visitors. However, the modified proposed action recommends a houseboat 
management plan to collect more specific information on use patterns and impacts to visitors before 
deciding whether or how to limit houseboat use in the long term. 


C. Comment: Who are the “visitors” referred to on p. I-153, p. I-155? There are no references cited. 


Response: Visitors, park guests, and park patrons are synonymous terms that refer to persons who 
access or use the park. Public comments that describe adverse impacts relating to noise from 


motorized recreational uses were gathered from surveys and through scoping meetings. 
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ISSUE 8: RESEARCH 


A. Comment Yhe implementation of any of the houseboat proposals in the plan should be postponed 
until site-specific studies can be performed to either prove or disprove the assumptions upon which 
the plan is based. 


Response: The modified proposed action recommends interim limits until such information is 
gathered in a separate planning process, resulting in a houseboat management plan. 


ISSUE 9: SANITATION SYSTEM CERTIFICATES 


A. Comment: The plan does not define a sanitation system. 


Response: A sanitation system would either treat human wastewater or prevent it from entering the 
waters of the park. Human wastewater is normally a combination of both graywater and blackwater; 
however, on boats or recreational vehicles, they may be separate. 


B. Comment: Sanitation system certificates should be limited to blackwater containment only. The 
general management plan should clearly state this. 


Response: Sanitation system certificates are currently limited to blackwater containment. However, 
the park is considering a requirement that graywater also be contained. Further information about the 
average volume of graywater emitted by houseboats as well the impacts (including economic) on 
houseboaters will be collected and evaluated in a separate planning process resulting in a houseboat 
management plan. 


INTERIOR LAKES 
ISSUE 1: INTERIOR LAKES 


A. Comment: Some commenters indicated motors should not be allowed on the Kabetogama Peninsula 
lakes, while others said they should be allowed on all interior lakes. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action, 19 interior lakes that are designated as recommended 
wilderness would remain closed to access by mechanized equipment. The 1988 NPS Management 
Policies 2001 require that proposed wilderness areas be managed the same as designated wilderness 
and that no actions be taken that would diminish wilderness suitability, such as permitting access via 
motorized or mechanized means. However, seven of the park’s interior lakes are not proposed for 
wilderness, and motorized forms of recreation would be allowed (1992 Final Environmental Impact 
Statement for a Wilderness Recommendation). Motorized use of these lakes would remain in the 
modified proposed action to help achieve a balanced and diverse recreation base. 


B. Comment: During the summer the Chain of Lakes on the Kabetogama Peninsula should be 
nonmotorized. During the winter the Chain of Lakes snowmobile trail should continue. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action access to seven interior lakes by private fixed-wing 
aircraft would be retained. The park does not believe continuing this use would impair resources, 
because the Draft GMP/EIS indicates only temporary and localized adverse impacts on the quality of 
visitor experience or other resources. In addition, the modified proposed action calls for a variety of 
recreational and other uses of the park, and some fixed-wing aircraft use to provide access to the lakes 
on the Kabetogama Peninsula is consistent with this approach. 
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INTERPRETATION 
ISSUE 1: PROGRAMS AND PUBLICATIONS 
A. Comment: Park literature should promote and include information on fixed-wing aircraft 


Response: This request is too detailed to be addressed in the general management planning process. 
However, this comment will be considered by park managers when developing new publications. 


B. Comment: Any publications designed to minimize conflicts between user groups should include 
language that Voyageurs is a motorized park nd that visitors will see and hear motorboats. 


Response: This comment will be considered for inclusion in future consideration in park publications. 
C. Comment: The plan provides no focus on promoting eco-tourism in the park. 
Response: The modified proposed action does provide for promotion of eco-tourism in the park by 
promoting responsible travel and conservation of the natural and cultural environment. One of the 
more accepted definitions of this concept is listed below: 
Eco-tourism is: 

Traveling to relatively undisturbed or uncontaminated natural areas with the specific 

objective of studying, admiring, and enjoying the scenery and its wild plants and animals, as 

well as any existing cultural manifestations (both past and present) found in these areas 

(Ceballos-Lascurain 1987). 
Many of the park goals and concepts outlined under the modified proposed action are directly related 
to expanding and intensifying environmental protection of natural and cultural resources for the 
purpose of promoting public awareness, research, and enjoyment. 
Access to significant cultural and natural resource sites would be expanded through the modest 
development of 15 to 20 visitor destination areas. Treatment and stabilization plans for archeological 
resources would be completed, and an estimated 16 to 20 historic properties with multiple structures 
would be slated for preservation. 
In addition, the modified proposed action recommends an increased emphasis on interpretive services 
through a:iditisnal staffing and funding. A comprehensive interpretive plan would be developed based 
on the park’s mission, purpose, and significance. Educational programs and opportunities would be 
expanded that focus on natural and cultural history of Voyageurs National Park. 


D. Comment: Why does the National Park Service need to supplement the park’s interpretive program 
with an educational institute? 
Response: Through partnering with various organizations, an educational institute would help provide 


more varied educational programming to attract a diverse audience, build a greater national 
constituency and support for the park, and provide broadened educational and research opportunities. 


MEDIATION 
ISSUE 1: MEDIATION 


A. Comment: It is a shame that the National Park Service did not use more of the mediation 
consensus/conclusions in the proposed action. 


Response: The mediation process reached a tentative consensus that was rejected almost immediately. 
The National Park Service worked diligently with the mediation panel and hoped that its 
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recommendations could have been agreed to. The mediation panel’s recommendations would have 
required congressional action. This general management planning process seeks to chart a vision for 
the park for the next 20 years. Few of the comments received during the general management plan 


METHODOLOGIES 
ISSUE 1: FLAWED METHODOLOGIES 


A. 


Comment: Private houseboats have much smaller freshwater tanks and therefore have less graywater 


and should be analyzed separately with respect to water quality impacts. Graywater numbers in the 
plan are wrong because some houseboats don’t use their freshwater tank for washing or bathing. 


Response: The analysis has been changed to reflect the fact that most houseboaters do not use 
freshwater carried on board for bathing or washing, but instead pump water from the lake and dispose 
of used water directly into the lake. It was assumed a certain portion of the recorded craft hours for 
houseboats were private houseboats and the remainder commercial houseboats. The Water Quality 
section under “Methodologies” has been expanded to provide more information related to graywater. 


Comment: The National Park Service inaccurately assumes that freshwater is converted to graywater. 


Response: The environmental impacts have been modified to clarify that freshwater and lakewater 
may be used. 


Comment: The assumption that all watercraft were two-stroke engines in 1999 is erroneous; the 
largest rental company in Namakan converted all 30 boats to four-stroke engines. It’s widely known 
that four-strokes are less polluting; estimates for houseboats are inflated. 


Response: The analysis of oil-gas mixture emitted into the lakes was aimed at obtaining an order of 
magnitude cstimate. As indicated in “Methodologies,” several assumptions were made. Many of those 
assumptions are likely to be slightly or even moderately inaccurate; however, they do help evaluate 
the impact of motorboat use on park water quality. The subtraction of 30 boats as two-stroke polluters 
would make no detectable difference in these estimates. However, the analysis has been recalculated 
assuming 25% of motorboats are already using four-stroke or fuel-injection technology. This likely 
provides a reasonable best case scenario, which has been added to the text of the Final GMP/EIS. 


Comment: Private houseboats are driven at less than full throttle to save gas; rentals are driven at full 
throttle. 


Response: As noted above, a number of assumptions were required to estimate emissions. The 
analysis is not precise, but it does provide some idea of motorboat emissions. 


Comment: The plan should include information about the 2006 EPA standards for outboard motors 
because it will affect pollution. 


Response: The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency started regulated outboard engine emissions 
beginning with the 1998 model year. The new standard requires a 75% reduction in outboard 
emissions by model year 2006. Outboards meeting this level are considered EPA-2006 compliant. 
This means most new outboard motors sold in 2006 will have emissions that are 75% lower than 
those sold before 1998. These regulations were taken into account in estimating emissions from 
outboard motors in the park. 
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NATURAL RESOURCES 
ISSUE 1: MANAGEMENT 
A. Comment: The park should restore native habitat degraded by humans. 


Response: Measures to restore habitat are part of the modified proposed action, and the effects of 
these measures are described in part on pages 1-236 and 237 of the Draft GMP/EIS. These effects 
include vegetation management to produce a park ecosystem as it would have evolved prior to the 
settlement period. Such a strategy would favor native wildlife, specifically those species requiring 
canopy openings or shrubby areas, such as deer, snowshoe hare, moose, beaver, red fox, tree 
swallows, kingbirds, and many others. The park has also prepared a revised “Historic Structures 
Management Plan.” This document will set the stage for the proposed removal of a large number of 
structures and indicate that the park is committed to preserving its cultural resources. The removal of 
these structures would allow small portions of the park to be restored to native habitat. 


. Comment: The National Park Service should make a special effort to remove exotic species from the 
park. 

Response: The modified proposed action includes funding for additional natural resource 
management and protection staff. One of the duties of these additional staff would be to more 
extensively monitor for the presence of aggressive exotic species such as purple loosestrife, rusty 
crayfish, rainbow smelt, and Eurasian watermilfoil. Efforts to remove these species require an 
integrated management approach. The intentional or accidental introduction of nonnative species 
(plant, fish, crustacean, etc.) by humans cannot be eliminated easily, quickly, or inexpensively. In 
some cases mitigation would involve containmeni, control, or eradication. Environmental impacts 
associated with removal need to be considered in all alternatives, such as the removal of exotic fishes 
or plants. Uses of poisons or herbicides are one tool that pose problematic side effects. The park 
would prepare a vegetation management plan to more specifically identify a strategy and tools for 
combating exotics (see p. 1-234 of the Draft GMP/EIS). Other specific management plans would 
address sirategies for managing exotics. 

. Comment: Is night lighting increasing? The park lighting should be retrofitted to protect the 
nightscape. 

Response: Although it is likely that night lighting is generally increasing as the population expands, 
the park has no data on this issue. Your comment will be taken under advisement to determine 
whether park facility lighting could be dampened or otherwise changed to help maintain the existing 
nightscape. 


. Comment: The plan should address the preservation of the Ontario-owned Crownland on the 
Canadian shoreline opposite the park. 


Response: Through its efforts to improve cooperation and partnerships with others, the park will 
strive to identify important visual areas and work with both U.S. and Canadian local, county, and 
provincial governments to protect these areas and improve visual quality. The park attempts to 
monitor land use activities on adjacent lands and to provide input on land use decisions on a case-by- 
case basis. The park should increase its participation in planning, zoning, and other land use activities 
that might affect park resources. The National Park Service supports and promotes land uses that are 
consistent with maintaining park values. 
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E. 


Comment: The National Park Service should continue to protect threatened and endangered species, 
especially the gray wolf, from human disturbance. If federal protection for the wolf is lifted, the 
National Park Service should still identify and protect critical wolf habitat. 

Response: The park has identified important habitat for the wolf and other wildlife in the form of 
several of the bays of the park’s large lakes (see p. I-138 to I-139 of the Draft GMP/EIS for more 
information). Regardless of the official status of the wolf, the National Park Service believes it has a 
responsibility to protect wildlife populations under its care and will continue to do so. 

Comment: The park staff should not climb trees to access eagle’s nests to gather information when 
the nest has eggs or young eagles in it. 

Response: The park relies on a variety of methods to gather information about its eagle population. 
While it is sometimes necessary to count eggs or young by climbing trees, park staff always has the 
welfare of the birds in mind. The information gathered is essential in determining whether the eagles 
are breeding effectively or whether the adults or chicks are healthy. Despite the number of adults and 
territories in the park, reproductive performance remains below what the recovery plan notes as a 
healthy population. Several factors, including ecological contaminants, have been implicated. 
Previous studies found high levels of PCB, DDE, and mercury in eaglet plasma and feathers. 
Concentrations are some of the highest in the Great Lakes region — high enough to negatively affect 
survival. This information is used in making both short- and long-term management decisions about 
bald eagles and visitor use management in areas with active nests. 


Comment: Park personnel should respect private property and should not enter private property to 
study plants and wildlife without permission. 
Response: Your point is well taken. 


Comment: Some commenters believe the park is practicing overly intense protection. Others stated 
they believed the emphasis on natural resource values is positive and forward-looking. Others believe 
the park needs to commit additional staff to protecting the natural resources of the park. 


Response: The park is required by the NPS Organic Act to ensure that the integrity of its resources 
and values, including natural resources, are not impaired. The park is also obliged to allow for 
enjoyment of these resources and values. All of the alternatives analyzed in the Final GMP/EIS, 
including the modified proposed action, are designed to ensure visitor enjoyment and to protect the 
integrity of natural and other resources from impairment. However, the modified preposed action also 
recognizes the benefits of additional staff, which could help monitor the condition of natural and 
other resources and prevent or mitigate adverse impacts on the most sensitive resources. 


Comment: Commenters indicated support for inventory, monitoring, and research programs, as well 
as visitor use. 


Response: Additional inventory and monitoring are needed to mitigate existing damage and to 
prevent further damage to resources, including provisions for resource and visitor use monitoring in 
the modified proposed action. 


Comment: The park should conduct frequent water testing to monitor lake conditions. 


Response: Monitoring to ensure no impairment of park resources or values, including water quality, is 
an excellent idea. The modified proposed action in the Final GMP/EIS would request additional funds 
for natural resource staff and project funding. At least some of these additional staff hours would be 
devoted to monitoring the condition of the park’s natural resources so that actions to prevent 
impairment could be taken by NPS decision makers. 
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K. Comment: The National Park Service should not identify, delineate, or restore wetlands. 


Response: Policies regarding the treatment of wetlands are set by laws and regulations, including 
section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Executive Order 11990. The National Park Service also 
follows a servicewide policy of avoiding impacts to wetlands wherever possible. The National Park 
Service believes wetlands are a unique and important resource that should be protected. Wetlands are 
known to improve water quality and provide habitat for a variety of plant and animal species of 
special concern. 

L. Comment: Commenters indicated that the National Park Service presently manages threatened or 
endangered species adequately. Other commenters stated a belief that the National Park Service will 
use the Endangered Species Act to extensively restrict or prohibit use. 

Response: The regulations of the Endangered Species Act set standardized policies for the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service to follow in ensuring actions do not jeopardize fish, wildlife, or plant life either 
listed or proposed for listing as threatened or endangered species. If an action proposed by the 
National Park Service would adversely affect these species or their habitat, negotiations between the 
two agencies would take place to examine alternatives or mitigation for such an impact. Because this 
process is formalized and standardized, the National Park Service would not somehow modify i’, to 
“extensively restrict or prohibit use.” 

M. Comment: The proposed action includes more concern about forest management with respect to 
impacts on humans. 


Response: The modified proposed action would reestablish natural fire regimes to the greatest extent 
possible without reducing visitation or visitor enjoyment. 


NO-WAKE AREAS 
ISSUE 1: SUPPORT NO-WAKE AREAS 


A. Comment: The proposed action should establish no-wake areas at King Williams Narrows, Namakan 
Narrows, Sullivan Bay entrance from Kabetogama, Blind Ash Bay, and Daley Bay for safety reasons. 


Response: During formative stages of developing alternatives, the planning team considered 
recommending no-wake areas in numerous shallow bays and constricted passages. However, this 
concept was rejected since it was determined that natural water conditions often discourage travel at 
fast speeds. The modified proposed action expanded emphasis and opportunities for education related 
to boating etiquette and safety. Such programs and partnerships were determined a more appropriate 
solution concerning the issue of visitor conflicts due to wakes. By stressing education and 
enforcement, visually intrusive signs and buoy markers could also be avoided. 


B. Comment: As in the proposed action, no-wake areas should not be established. 


Response: The modified proposed action would not recommend designation of no-wake water areas, 
for reasons described above. 
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OVERNIGHT AND DAY USE SITES 
ISSUE 1: SITE DEVELOPMENT 


A. Comment: The park’s facilities do not accommodate cuddy cabins because there are too few docks. 
The park needs to develop sites that have deep water access for sailboats. 


Response: Park facilities accommodate cuddy or cutty cabins at a number of developed campsites. Of 
215 developed day and overnight use sites, 34 are equipped with landing piers for docking. On the 
majority of individual sites, soft bottom beaching areas are available. In areas where soft bottoms do 
not occur, dock construction is being considered. The number of docks at developed sites is kept to a 
minimum due to costs of consiruction and maintenance, as well as visual impacts. 


B. Comment: The National Park Service should build more houseboat sites. Houseboat sites have little 
long-term impact on the park's maintenance budget because they do not require rehabilitation like 
tent sites. 

Response: Campsite monitoring surveys reveal that less adverse resource impacts do occur at 
houseboat sites compared to tent camping sites, primarily since fewer developed facilities are 
required. However, all developed use areas do require maintenance. The modified proposed action 
would increz -< the number of houseboat sites to 108, which is approximately one third of all day and 
overnight sites. 

C. Comment: Houseboat site development has been slow on Rainy Lake. Houseboat site development 
needs to be equitable between the park’s two basins. 


Response: Fewer developed houseboat sites have been constructed in the Rainy basin (32) than in the 
Namakan basin (46). However, since 1995, more houseboat sites have been developed in the Rainy 
basin (25) than in the Namakzn basin (20). 

The arssount of shoreline (miles) in the Rainy basin is substantially less than in the Namakan basin, 
thercby affording less potential for site development. As described in the modified proposed action, 
the proposed houseboat management plan would examine numerous houseboat issues, including use 
levels in each basin. 


D. Comment: In the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan, many houseboat sites 
listed in appendix A are not located on use-and-occupancy leased lands or private lands, so why 
aren’t they developed? 

Response: A number of sites designated in appendix II [A] of the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry 
Site Management Plan have been determined incompatible for development due to natural and 
cultural resource concerns. 


E. Comment: The park shouid develop designated campsites for fixed-wing aircraft in each basin. 


Response: There are a :. imber of sites in the lakecountry that can be accessed by fixed-wing aircraft. 
The need to designate lakecountry campsites that limit use to visitors using fixed-wing aircraft is not 
warranted. 


F. Comment: The National Park Service has converted houseboat sites to tent only sites. 


Kesponse: The development of sites is based on the criteria in the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry 
Site Management Plan. Some sites that are used by houseboats were always identified in the plan for 
tent “ites. In a few cases tent sites were converted to houseboat sites. Two sites that were identified as 
possible houseboat sites in the 1988 plan have been converted to small ter.. sites. Two additional sites 
designated as houseboat sites are being considered for conversion to small tent sites. These four sites 








VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


180 





Public Comments and Responses: Overnight and Day Use Sites 





have been or are being considered for conversion because they are better suited for a small tent site. 
The criteria for a small tent site are more difficult to meet. In a few cases, changes were made to take 
full advantage of a site’s potential. In addition, small tent sites help protect the viewshed; a tent on 
shore is less obvious than a houseboat. 


. Comment: Why can’t developed sites be used by both houseboaters and tenters on a first-come, firsi- 
served basis? 

Response: The sites are not necessarily interchangeable. Different physical conditions are used to 
determine site designation for houseboat and tent use. Due to the need for shallow waiter and shelter 
from wind, limited shoreline areas meet design criteria for houseboat mooring. Additionally, 
houseboat sites do not require facilities such as ‘«* pads and vault toilets, and therefore would not 
accommodate tent camping. 


. Comment: The National Park Service should not plan for a large increase in the total number of 
developed sites. The park is already near capacity for an enjoyable experience. 

Response: The modified proposed action calls for a total of 280 to 320 developed sites. This sum 
reflects a reduction compared to full buildout of about 400 sites outlined in the approved 1988 
Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Pian. 


Comment: A group site for 30 people should be developed in each park basin. 
Response: The modified proposed action would provide for a total of three group camping facilities to 
support 30 people. At least one would be developed in each basin. 


Comment: Overnight and day use sites should be provided at developed areas. 

Response: The National Park Service does not typically construct overnight facilities near park 
developed areas, such as visitor center destinations. In general, developed areas do not provide for a 
quality overnight visitor experience due to a high level of administration, maintenance, and 
transportation-related activity. However, significant expansion of day use facilities at developed areas 
is recommended under the modified proposed action. 

. Comment: The park should provide more docks to tie up to at overnight and day use sites. 


Kesponse: The number of docks at overnight and day use sites is kept to a minimum due to costs of 
construction, maintenance, and adverse vis"al impacts. 


. Comment: The park could set up offshore mooring sites for visitors who do not want to or need to go 
ashore. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action wate:<:ait would be allowed to moor at offshore 
locations overnight under most conditions. Therefore, *he need to construct facilities that allowed 
boats to anchor in park waters is not warranted. 


. Comment: The National Park Service documents recognize that houseboats have less environmental 
impact than camping, therefore more houseboat sites should be developed. 


Response: Decisions about where to develop houseboat sites must consider physical site criteria, level 
of density in lakecountry areas, and the need to balance recreational uses. Some visitors have 
complained that houseboats have a negative impact on the visitor experience. The modified proposed 
action would increase the number of houseboat sites to a total of 108 — a substantial percentage of 
total park developed sites. Although campsite monitoring reveals less adverse resource impacts at 
houseboat sites, long-term impacts have not been assessed, because most of the houseboat sites have 
been constructed within the previous eight years. 
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N. Comment: The park should create day use sites at swimming beaches for all to use. There are few 
beaches on Rainy Lake for day use. 


Response: Under the modified proposed action the development of day use sites would be considered 


O. Comment: The National Park Service should build more day use sites immediately. 


Response: The modified proposed action recommends that an additional 18 standard day use sites 
(park total of 28) be considered the highest priority for future development. Furthermore, day use 
would be allowed at all developed tent sites until 2:00 P.M. Future development of 10 to 20 visitor 
destinations that accommodate day use would also be developed under the modified proposed action. 


R. Comment: The proposed high density of sites at Namakan Narrows is a concern. 


Response: A large percentage of campsites — including those at Namakan Narrows — were 
constructed prior to designation of Voyageurs National Park. “High dens.ty” lakecountry subareas in 
the modified proposed action are primarily based on existing conditions. Proposed future day and 
overnight use developed sites would mostly be confined to moderate and low density subareas. 


S. Comment: The National Park Service should develop paddlers-only campsites because of the time it 
takes to look for an open site. There should be a few sites within a couple of hours paddling distance 
Response: Under the modified proposed ar <ion the park would provide tent sites within a couple 
hours paddling distance from each visitor center. Paddlers-only sites were not included in the 
modified proposed action since some visitors felt that lakecountry overnight use sites designated for 
paddlers-only would give preferential treatment to a small percentage of total park users. 

T. Comment: The National Park Service should develop sites with fewer facilities (no tent pads or bear 
lockers). The National Park Service should build sites with latrines and fire rings, and then add the 
other amenities later. 

Response: Park guidelines set standards for developing sites designed in part to minimize impacts to 
resources. Adverse impacts to soils and vegetation are significantly less if sites are “hardened” and 
tent camping pads are constructed. The installation of bear-proof lockers at all developed day and 
overnight tent sites prevents animal habituation and bear nuisance conflicts with humans. 


U. Comment: The National Park Service should consider rotating use at designated campsites to lessen 
visitor impacts during peak use periods, at least until further carrying capacity data are available. 
Response: This idea would be easier to implement when more campsites are developed and could be 
considered at a later date. 


ISSUE 2: NUMBER OF SITES 


A. Comment: If the use of undeveloped sites is phased out, there will not be enough houseboat sites for 
all the boats current! y docked near the park. 


Response: Overnight houseboat use would continue to be allowed at undeveloped sites under the 
modified proposed action, unless additional monitoring of sites indicated that resource impacts were 
too great. 

An additional 30 developed overnight houseboat sites would be built under the modified proposed 


action. Therefore, if at-large overnight houseboat use was phased out, there would be 108 developed 
sites to accommodate 120 houseboat permits. This means that, if the interim limit of 60 houseboats 
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per basin was reached, some housebcaters would be required to share sites. Since a percentage of 
houseboat users travel in groups of two, it is possibie that the number of developed sites would even 
accommodate peak demand. 


. Comment: Fifty (50) houseboat sites per basin is inadequate considering the number of boats docked 
near the park. The number of houseboat sites should be increased. 


Response: The number of houseboat sites per basin is based on resource compatibility, the need for a 
balance of recreational uses, and impacts on the visitor experience. It is not based on the number of 
boats docked in a specific locale. 


. Comment: The 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan is a good plan and should 
not be shelved. This plan provided for 2('8 houseboat sites but the proposed action reduces that 
number by 52%. 


Response: The approved 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan is not being 
shelved. It recommends a total buildout of 108 developed houseboat sites, the same number as in the 


. Comment: Why does the proposed action abandon the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site 
Management Plan by planning for 280 instead of 400 sites? 

Response: One of the park's most valuable resources is its ability to provide visitors with a high- 
quality natural experience. During the public scoping process, people described Voyageurs National 
Park as a place where “wilderness” can be experienced, and respondents spoke of wanting to maintain 
the scenic character of the undeveloped shoreline. The relatively uncrowded conditions and ability to 
experience natural quiet, solitude, remoteness, and serenity were voiced as primary attributes of the 
park. Many spoke of the need to establish carrying capacities, or use limits if necessary to retain a 
high-quality experience and to retain a sense of privacy for campers. “Retention of existing natural 
qualities of experience, uses, visitation levels and wilderness experience” were the most common 
remarks concerning the future vision of the park. 

Park staff evaluated the 400 sites approved in the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Manage- 
ment Plan and found this resource could not be retained if all sites were built. Therefore, based on 
public comment and the need to conserve the existing high-quality visitor experience, the modified 
proposed action recommends a 25% to 43% fewer developed day and overnight use sites than 
proposed in the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan. 


. Comment: The park should follow the 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan and 
plan for a minimum of 492 sites. 


Response: The approved 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan planned for a 
total buildout of 400 sites, although a minimum of 492 sites had been recommended prior to that. As 
previously described, scoping and review comments submitted by the public, and the need to retain a 
high-quality natural experience have led the park to reevaluate the number of sites. Therefore, the 
modified proposed action designates 280 to 320 developed sites. 


. Comment: It would be unacceptable for the National Park Service to complete a full build-out of 400 
sites. 


Response: The modified proposed action describes full buildout of 280 to 320 developed sites. This 
level of facility development reflects a reduction in campsite development described in the 1988 
Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan. 
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ISSUE 3: PARTY SIZE 


A. Comment: Requiring two houseboats to share a houseboat site is not acceptable. Visitors come to 
Response: Park policy does not require shared use of developed houseboat sites. Since some 
houseboat users travel in groups of two, mooring facilities that accommodate two boats at the same 
site have been provided. 

B. Comment: The pian should not include party size restrictions at developed sites. 

Response: Day and overnight use sites are designed and “hardened” to accommodate a specific 
number of persons and to limit natural resource impacts. The modified proposed action provides 
developed sites that are designed to accommodate a range of group sizes from | to 45 persons. 
Party size restrictions recommended in the modified proposed action are similar to those outlined in 
dy placing a maximum limit of 18 persons at day use sites, 6 persons at primitive area overnight use 
sites, and 24 persons at houseboat overnight use sites if there are two houseboats. 


C. Comment: Party size limits and other restrictions should not be placed on visitors using the park's 
primitive area. 
Response: Limits on party size in primitive areas would be established to ensure remote qualities and 
natural quiet. As with all developed sites, open fires would be restricted to metal fire rings only. 


D. Comment: The plan should not allow for groups of 18 or more. Limit party size to no more than eight 
people per site. 
Response: Based on diverse public comments that expressed the need for developed overnight sites to 
accommodate varied party sizes, the modified proposed action provides for camping facilities 
designed for small parties and groups. The largest percentage of developed overnight use sites — 
small tent campsites — would continue to restrict use to nine persons per site, as outlined in the /988 
Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Pian. 


Under the modified proposed action, only five developed tent camping facilities — two campgrounds 
and three group campsites — would accommodate groups that exceed 18 persons. The siting of these 
facilities would consider disturbance to neighboring park visitors. 


ISSUE 4: USE OF UNDEVELOPED SITES 


A. Comment: Requiring visitors to use developed sites is too restrictive and unnecessary. Visitors need 
the use of undeveloped sites because of time, distance, and weather. 


Response: Although the park intends to provide a variety of recreational experiences, including the 
use of undeveloped sites, it is also obliged to conserve and protect the resources under its jurisdiction. 
Therefore, if site monitoring studies called for by the modified proposed action show that the use of 
undeveloped sites has resulted in excessive resource damage, the practice could be limited or 
discontinued. Otherwise, day and overnight use of undeveloped sites would continue to be allowed. 


B. Comment: The rule for using undeveloped sites should read 200 yards along the shoreline and 200 
yards line of sight rather than 200 yards and 1/4 mile. 
Response: The criteria for using undeveloped sites would continue to be based on guidelines 


described in the /988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan. For purposes of 
clarification, the text in the Final GMP/ETS has been modified to read: 
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The use of undeveloped sites by tent campers and houseboats would continue to be allowed 
as long as they were 200 yards from a developed tent, houseboat or day use site and 1/4 mile 
from park developed areas such as a visitor center or Eilsworth Rock Garden. 


C. Comment: Why doesn’t the National Park Service develop well-used undesignated sites instead of 
closing them? 


Response: Some well-used undeveloped sites that meet criteria for site selection described in the 
approved 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan would be made into developed 
sites under the modified proposed action. In addition, a revision of the 1988 plan would evaluate 
well-used undesignated sites as potential developed sites. 


D. Comment: Require the use of developed sites. 


Response: The modified proposed action recommends the use of developed day and overnight sites 
for resource, safety, visitor experience, and management reasons. It also outlines the need for 
monitoring resource impacts at undeveloped sites. The definitive data gathered by such monitoring 
helps park managers determine future policy regarding the use of undeveloped day and overnight 
Sites. 


E. Comment: The National Park Service should allow the use of undeveloped sites if no developed sites 
are available. 


Response: The modified proposed action allows the use of undeveloped sites, although the use of 
developed day and overnight use sites is recommended. 


F. Comment: The general management plan requires overnight visitors to stay 200 yards away from a 
developed campsite but not a houseboat site. This discriminates against houseboaters by not 
providing solitude and privacy. 


Response: The distance of 200 yards applies to all overnight users and sites. The regulations for use 
of undeveloped sites is as listed previously under this section in comment B. 


G. Comment: The proposed study to evaluate overnight use at undeveloped sites should analyze 
houseboat use and tent use separately. 


Response: The proposed study to evaluate use at undeveloped sites would analyze houseboat and tent 
uses separately. 


ISSUE 5: FIRES AND FIREWOOD 


A. Comment: Some commenters stated that visitors should be allowed to use metal and existing fire 
rings at any site; others stated that they should not. 


Response: The modified proposed action would require the use of metal fire rings at developed sites, 
and campstoves at undeveloped sites by 2005. The decision is based on issues of fire control and the 
potential for unlimited fire rings to be constructed at undeveloped sites. 


B. Comment: The National Park Service should allow wood gathering becau: © :t is an important part of 
the park experience. There is enough driftwood for fires. Requiring visitors :.: :ransport enough wood 
for a week is unacceptable. 


Response: The modified proposed action allows for gathering of dead and down firewood, except 
where prohibited, such as small islands and heavily impacted use areas. However, it also encourages 
visitors to bring or purchase firewood from local sources. 
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Findings from a campsite monitoring survey (Larson 1999) indicate that the primary cause of tree 
damage at developed overnight use sites is related to collecting wood for campfires. Current park 
regula‘ions prohibit cutting of live vegetation, although a high percentage of developed sites have 
sustained adverse impacts due to tree and limb removal. 


ISSUE 6: DAY USE 


A. 


Comment: To prevent resource damage, day use should only be allowed at day use or tent sites 
because houseboat sites do not have toilet facilities. 


Response: For developed sites the modified proposed action would only allow day use at day and tent 
sites because those sites are equipped with vault toilet facilities. However, undeveloped sites may still 
be used. The National Park Service proposes to evaluate whether allowing the use of undeveloped 
sites is resulting in the degradation of park resources. Allowing visitors to use undeveloped sites 
would continue until and unless compelling evidence of adverse effects was found. Alternative 
methods of preventing resource degradation at undeveloped sites could subsequently be proposed. 


Comment: Eliminate day use from tent and houseboat sites because it makes it difficult to determine 
if a site is available. 


Response: Currently, there are not enough day use sites to meet demand. Therefore, the use of 
existing developed tent sites heips satisfy this need. The modified proposed action would prohibit day 
use at houseboat sites, but it would continue to allow day use of tent sites until 2:00 P.M. 


Given the scarcity of day use sites in the park, the modified proposed action would place the highest 
priority on developing day use sites. The proposed plan recommends a significant percentage increase 
in day use sites, to include an additional 28 traditional day use sites, and 15 to 20 visitor destination 
day use facilities. 


Comment: If an overnight reservation system is implemented, day use should still be allowed until 
2:00 P.M. at unoccupied campsites, especially in the spring and fall. 


Response: Day use would be allowed at unoccupied tent sites until 2 P.M. during all seasons. If the 
proposed overnight permit system feasibility study recommended the implementation of a reservation 
system, issues related to day use at overnight developed sites would be addressed. 


Comment: The National Park Service should continue to allow day use at small campsites after 2:00 
P.M. because there are so few day use sites and they are far apart. 


Response: During public scoping and review of the Draft GMP/EIS, the park received comments 
about the need to limit day use at overnight sites. Conflicts occasionally arise when overnight visitors 
are unable to determine whether an occupied site is being used only for the day. Although day use 
would continue to be allowed at overnight tent sites, day users must vacate designated overnight sites 
by 2:00 P.M., and use undeveloped or designated day use sites. 


ISSUE 7: VISITOR DESTINATIONS 


A. 


Comment: Visitor destinations promoted in the plan should be based on documented sites of 
significance, not set at an arbitrary number. 


Response: Visitor destinations outlined under the alternatives are based on well-documented sites of 
cultural or natural resource significance. 
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Comment: The plan should include a restoration schedule for Ellsworth Rock Garden. 


Response: A restoration schedule for a specific site is too detailed for this general management 
planning effort. The 1999 “Preservation Treatment Plan” already includes recommendations and 
target dates for site restoration of Ellsworth Rock Garden. 


Comment: The National Park Service should make a commitment to conduct basic maintenance at 
Elisworth Rock Garden. 


Response: The modified proposed action recommends a completion of a comprehensive maintenance 
program, that would include sites such as Ellsworth Rock Garden. 


ISSUE 8: LODGING 


A. 


Comment: The plan should address the severe lack of high-qua!:ty lodging facilities serving the park. 


Response: The National Park Service continues to establish partnerships with tourist-related 
businesses in neighboring communities, because the park depends on the private sector to provide 
lodging accommodations. Market forces would determine the demand for luxury lodging facilities. 


OVERNIGHT PERMITS/FEES/RESERVATIONS 
ISSUE 1: RESERVATION SYSTEM FOR OVERNIGHT USE 


A. 


Comment: The plan should not include implementation of an overnight reservation system because 
visitors want the freedom to roam and to move between sites. 


Response: The modified proposed action includes a no-fee, self-registration permit system for 
overnight use. However, no site-specific reservations are proposed, and the registration permit would 
not assign visitors to a particular site within the park. A proposed overnight permit system feasibility 
study would determine the need for implementing a reservation system in the future. 


Comment: If a houseboater uses a National Park Service dock, anchors offshore, or uses an 
undeveloped site, is it considered an overnight stay which will require a reservation? 


Response: Under the modified proposed action, houseboat users would be required to obtain a permit 
if they intended to stay in the park overnight, whether they used an NPS dock, anchored offshore, or 


used an undeveloped site. 


Comment: If implemented, overnight fees would target houseboaters and campers. 


Response: No decision on whether to charge overnight use fees is anticipated as part of this general 
management plan process. Instead, the modified proposed action includes a proposed future study to 
determine the feasibility of implementing a facility use fee program for a variety of day and overnight 
uses. 


Comment: Reservations for a limited number of campsites may prove effective, but it will be difficult 
to administer. Where will resources come from to manage it? 


Response: The modified proposed action recommends conducting two feasibility studies to determine 
the cost-effectiveness and value of implementing facility use fees and overnight use permits. If fee 
and permit systems were found to be warranted, the park anticipates approximately 80% of fees 
collected would be used to fund the administration of these and other programs. 
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Comment: The plan does not provide documentation or a basis for implementing an overnight 
fee/permit system. 

Response: Overnight fees would not be implemented under the modified proposed action. Feasibility 
studies would be conducted to determine the appropriateness of instituting overnight permit and 
facility use fee systems. The basis for implementing future systems, programs, and/or fees would be 
documented in the feasibility study. 


Comment: The park should have a limited number of reserved campsites along the shoreline, 
specifically on Kabetogama Lake. 

Response: This level of detail is beyond the scope of this planning process and would be addressed in 
subsequent planning efforts, such as an overnight permit system feasibility study. 


Comment: An overnight permit system for houseboats could have a significant adverse impact on the 
area’s economy. 

Response: The interim limit of 60 houseboats per basin would allow for houseboat use to expand 
beyond existing levels. This should not adversely impact the local economy in the short-term while 
the proposed houseboat management plan was being developed. Long-term economic impacts would 
be examined as part of the proposed houseboat management plan. 


Comment: The fee/no fee decision should be public knowledge and not used to gather data. 


Response: The public would be invited to comment on planning efforts concerning the facility fee 
feasibility study. In addition, data gathered from the program would be used to help the National Park 
Service make management decisions concerning the park. 


Comment: The no-fee permit for large groups proposed in the plan incorporates bias in favor of large 
groups. 

Response: In the modified proposed action an interim policy would require that no-fee permits be 
obtained by all overnight users by 2002. Therefore, there is no bias toward large groups. If findings 
from the proposed facility use fee study recommend fee collection for visitors that use park facilities, 
then similar regulations would include both groups and individuals. 


PARK LEGISLATION 
ISSUE 1: LEGISLATIVE INTENT 


A. 


Comment: The intent of Congress is clearly to protect the natural resources of Voyageurs National 
Park and to leave them unimpaired for future generations. Enjoyment of the park must be subordinate 
to the goal of preservation. The National Park Service should resolve conflicts in favor of resource 
preservation. 


Response: The NPS Organic Act of August 25, 1916, states that 


The Service thus established shall promote and regulate the use of Federal areas known as 
national parks, monuments and reservations . . . by such means and measures as conform to 
the fundamental purpose of the said parks, monuments and reservations, which purpose is to 
conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to 
provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them 
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. (Emphasis added.) 


Impairment has a specific meaning and is not synonymous with “impact,” as park resources and 
values routinely experience impacts. The NPS Management Policies 200] define the impairment of a 
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resource or value as “harming its entire integrity” (1.4.5). Analysis conducted as part of the 
environmental planning requirement imposed by the National Environmental Policy Act (and 
resulting in the Draft and Final GMP/EIS) found that no park resources or values would experience 
an impairment as a result of implementing the modified proposed action. 


. Comment: Congress does not require motorized vehicles in the park. Voyageurs never had motors so 
it is hard to interpret their historic role amidst motors. 


Response: The congressional act that established Voyageurs National Park does not require motorized 
recreational uses, but allows them as appropriate. The National Park Service has complied with that 
legislation by making provisions for the appropriate use of motorized recreation within the park. 
Motorized use is permitted in some areas but not in others. The National Park Service believes that it 
has made appropriate provisions for such use as directed by the legislation. Furthermore, the NPS 
Organic Act as amended allows the Secretary of the Interior a great deal of latitude in making park 
management decisions. While the park commemorates the route of the voyageurs, its history is not 
limited to interpreting that period. The natural and cultural history at Voyageurs spans a 12,000-year 
continuum that extends into the mid 20th century, when the park was established. Both motorized and 
nonmotorized uses are included within that continuum. 


. Comment: Voyageurs National Park was created as a multiple-use park. All motorized vehicles need 
to be allowed in the park without restrictions. 


Response: Voyageurs National Park was not established as a multiple-use park, as hunting, trapping, 
logging, mining, and other types of activities were prohibited by legislation. However, Voyageurs 
does allow for multiple recreational uses, including motorized and nonmotorized activities. The 
modified proposed action in the Draft GMP/EIS provides for greater and more diverse recreational 
opportunities for the future, including motorized and nonmotorized uses. 


. Comment: The National Park Service must go back to the original legislation and comply with some 
of the original promises that have not been met. 


Response: All alternatives are within the policies described in the enabling legislation (84 Stat. 1971) 
and all laws and policies regulating actions of the National Park Service. They are also responsive to 
the language regarding the administration of the park (sec. 301) in its enabling legislation. 


. Comment: Voyageurs National Park was not established as a preserve. It was established for the 
public to enjoy. 


Response: Under the classifications for national park service units, Voyageurs is a “national park” 
and is not considered a “national preserve.” Enabling legislation states that the purpose of the park is 
to “preserve the outstanding scenery, geological conditions, and waterway system which constituted a 
part of the historic route of the voyageurs” for the inspiration and enjoyment of present and future 
generations. The Organic Act of August 25, 1916, as amended, states that “national parks, 
monuments and reservations . . . conform to the fundamental purpose of said parks, . . . which 
purpose is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein and . . . 
to leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” 


Under the modified proposed action, both protection of resources and provision for public enjoyment 
would occur. 
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Comment: Congress directed that, when planning for development of Voyageurs National Park, the 
Secretary shall include provisions for recreational use by all types of watercraft, including 
houseboats, runabouts, canoes, sailboats, fishing boats, and cabin cruisers. 


Response: Section 303 of the enabling legislation (84 Stat 1971) uses the terminology “may include 
provisions. ..”(see appendix A of the Draft GMP/EIS). Regulations at 36 CFR 7.33 further articulate 
some recreational uses that are allowed at Voyageurs National Park. All alternatives evaluated in the 
Final GMP/EIS provide for recreational use by a variety of watercraft and are well within the policies 
stated in both the enabling legislation and regulations cited. 


ISSUE 2: NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM 


A. 


Comment: Integrate adaptive management of all areas of park management, including visitor carrying 
capacity studies. Consider all laws and policies pertaining to the national park system and reconcile 
them in favor of resource protection. 


Response: The National Park Service recognizes the concept of adaptive management and continually 
evaluates resource conditions at Voyageurs to determine if management should be modified. For 
example, the modified proposed action recommends that several studies and plans be conducted 
following approval of a general management plan to address issues of carrying capacity, recreational 
use levels, the demand for developed facilities, and resource integrity. 


In addition, the park has and would continue to comply with all laws and policies that pertain to 
resource protection. For example, under all the alternatives (including the modified proposed action), 
wilderness qualities, as outlined in the 1992 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Wilderness 
Recommendation, would not be compromised. 


Comment: Why does the park service want authority beyond its borders? 


Response: The National Park Service does not wish to expand its authority beyond the physical 
borders of the park. As stated in the modified proposed action, relationships with surrounding public 
land and recreation agencies, as well as neighboring communities, would be strengthened for the 
benefit of protecting the resource base and providing visitor services. 


Comment: The National Park Service should practice integrated management, recognizing the 
artificial nature of “management areas” or “management zones.” 


Response: The NPS planning process, as established in Director's Order 2, recommends designation 
of management zones to establish a prescription of the desired future resource condition, visitor 
experience, and appropriate facilities and uses for each area of a park. Zones, while conceptual in 
nature, provide a tool for analyzing environmental impacts and costs associated with alternative plans. 
As described in the modified proposed action, monitoring of resources and visitor use throughout the 
life of the General Management Plan would occur as part of continuing research, studies, and 
subsequent planning efforts. 
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PARK OPERATIONS 
ISSUE 1: FACILITIES AND EQUIPMENT 
A. Comment: Some commenters requested the National Park Service consider moving park headquarters 


to Orr, Minnesota. Orr is in St. Louis County, which contains over 90% of the park and is closer to 
three of the four park visitor centers. Others disagreed. 


Response: Voyageurs National Park recognizes that entry points at Crane Lake, Ash River, and 
Kabetogama account for a large percentage of the park’s visitation, and many visitors pass through 
Orr en route to Voyageurs. The park would expand the geographic area of consideration to include 
Orr as a site for potential park headquarters facilities. 


. Comment: The National Park Service should use area resorts for housing instead of historic cabins. 


Response: The National Park Service would continue to pursue partnerships with businesses outside 
the park, such as private resorts, to provide seasonal housing for park employees. However, the Park 
Service has found that affordable housing in resort communities during peak visitation seasons is both 
expensive and difficult to acquire. Historic cabins would not be used for staff housing but might be 
used on a temporary basis. 


. Comment: The plan does not clearly explain that all of the nonhistoric structures owned by the park 
will be demolished on a short-term basis. The plan should clarify the timing, scheduling and budget 
for the demolition of these structures. 


Response: The removal of nonhistoric use-and-occupancy structures would continue to be determined 
by park budget and staffing. The park follows the “Building Removal List,” which is guided by the 
expiration dates of use-and-occupancy conditions. 


. Comment: The National Park Service should move to cleaner and greener fleets by replacing 
motorized vehicles and equipment with the most fuel efficient and least polluting equipment. 
Response: This level of detail is more appropriately addressed in more specific park planning efforts, 
not a general management plan. However, the National Park Service continually evaluates and 
upgrades transportation equipment to become ecologically friendly. 


. Comment: The National Park Service uses timber and rocks that are not native to Voyageurs. How 
does this support maintaining a natural landscape? 

Response: This issue is too detailed to be addressed in this general management planing effort. 
Enabling legislation states that “all mining and mineral activities within the boundaries of the park 
shall be prohibited,” therefore preventing the use of stone within the park for built features. However, 
most timber is locally procured. 


ISSUE 2: STAFFING 
A. Comment: The National Park Service should hire additional staff for visitor services and safety, not 


resource protection. 


Response: To fulfill the recommendations in the modified proposed action, staff levels would be 
increased in both visitor services and safety divisions. 


B. Comment: Why does not the park hire more local people? 


Response: This is not considered a general management planning issue. A large percentage of staff at 
Voyageurs National Park consists of long-term residents of the local region. An increase in staffing is 
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recommended under the modified proposed action, and it is likely that local residents would supply a 
significant percentage of the workforce. Wherever cost-effective, Voyageurs National Park contracts 
for personnel services. 


ISSUE 3: LAND ACQUISITION AND BOUNDARY 


A. 


Comment: Does the Park Service plan to acquire all remaining private property in the park? If not, the 
plan should explain the reasons for not proceeding with acquisition. 

Response: The park’s 1998 Land Protection Plan guides the acquisition of properties. The park’s 
enabling legislation requires the National Park Service to continue its efforts to acquire private 
inholdings within park boundaries. 

Comment: The plan should include provisions for long-range land acquisition and boundary 
expansion. 

Response: When Congress established Voyageurs National Park, it authorized land acquisition only 
within the established boundary. No acquisition is authorized, planned, or legally allowed, for any 
land outside the current boundary unless Congress changes the authorized boundary. The Land 
Protection Plan for Voyageurs continues to guide acquisition of private inholdings. 


Comment: The park should not expand its boundaries. 


Response: The National Park Service has no intention of expanding its boundaries at Voyageurs 
National Park. 


Comment: There are numerous references in the Draft GMP/EIS that the National Park Service wants 
to expand its influence and authority outside park boundaries. 

Response: The National Park Service strives to develop partnerships with its neighbors — both public 
and private — to identify common interests, develop common goals, devise compatible solutions to 
issues of common concer, and establish a vision for the future of a park area. Voyageurs National 
Park recognizes the expertise of local partners and encourages their help in locally focused 
cooperative stewardship. 

Under the modified proposed action the National Park Service would examine the potential to work 
with other entities to provide visitor services and facilities that are needed but inappropriate or 
unfeasible in the park. These types of endeavors would benefit local economies and communities, and 
they would assist in building stronger ties to neighboring communities. 

Projects beyond park boundaries that are specifically delineated in the modified proposed action 
include establishing critical trail linkages to expand hiking and cross-country skiing opportunities for 
residents and visitors. Trail connections would link the communities of Kabetogama and Ash River, 
and potentially, Crane Lake. Development of a visitor center at Crane Lake would be considered part 
of a multiple agency partnership. Educational opportunities would primarily be expanded by using 
technologies that could be used in classrooms outside the local area. Under the modified proposed 
action the park would work with local resort owners to help provide seasonal staff housing. 
Cooperative approaches to ecosystem management would be pursued for the protection and 
enhancement of fisheries and wildlife populations. 
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ISSUE 4: HOUSING 


A. Comment: By building government subsidized overnight lodging within the park, the National Park 
Service has created an unfair competitive situation to those resorts just outside the park. 
Response: No net gain in lodging (pillow count) has occurred in the park since the establishment of 
Voyageurs. New rental units at Kettle Falls replaced guest lodging cabins that were removed in 1988- 
1989, compensating for rooms lost in complying with lodging codes. 


B. Comment: The National Park Service restricts private concessions, yet it built a condominium 
complex at Kettle Falls that is used very little by other than park employees. 
Response: No NPS staff are permanently housed at the Kettle Falls facility. On rare occasions, the 


National Park Service rents rooms for a short duration to house special project staff. One of the villa 
units (four-plex) is used to house employees of the concessioner. 

When the National Park Service acquired Kettle Falls in 1977, the hotel and guest cabins were in very 
poor condition. The Kettle Falls “Development Concept Plan” recommended constructing four rental 
units in 1988-1989 to replace deteriorating guest cabins that were removed, and to compensate for 
rooms lost in bringing the hotel up to code. No net gain in lodging (pillow count) occurred as a result 


of this project. 


PARKING 
ISSUE 1: PARKING 


A. Comment: The Rainy Lake visitor center needs an overflow parking lot for people visiting the park 
for an extended period of time. 
Response: The expansion of parking facilities would be addressed in other studies that would 
examine more effective use of existing parking at the Rainy Lake visitor center. 


PARTNERSHIPS 
ISSUE 1: PARTNERSHIPS 


A. Comment: Why isn’t the existing partnership with the Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 
working? 
Response: The National Park Service’s relationship with the Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources is working well. The statement related to this comment has been corrected in the Final 
GMPYEIS. The organizations meet bi-annually to discuss issues such as lake levels and wildlife 
health. 


B. Comment: Work with gateway communities and develop other partnerships to enhance park 
management. 
Response: There are currently several projects that involve partnerships between the gateway 
communities and the park to enhance visitor experience. The Kabetogama—Ash River trail would link 
neighboring communities through a portion of national park lands. The Rendezvous visitor 
publication is printed and distributed by the National Park Service, and it lists service providers in 
gateway communities. Under the modified proposed action the park would continue to develop 
partnerships to a greater degree. 
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c. 


Comment: The plan does not include a strategy for repairing the relations with the local community. 
Response: The plan states that “Partnerships with surrounding private landowners and communities 
would also be strengthened as a means to help provide needed visitor services, park-related education, 
and resource protection.” This gives general guidance to the park to strengthen partnerships with the 
local community. 


Comment: The National Park Service should avoid public/private partnerships until after such time 
that strong policies and/or memoranda of understanding are developed. Without strong public/private 
guidelines, the National Park Service may be lured away from its mandate to leave park resources 
unimpaired. 

Response: The park cannot abandon the requirement that its resources and values remain unimpaired, 
regardless of public/private guidelines or memoranda of understanding. However, creating these 
vehicles of agreement and ensuring their review by NPS officials would be an excellent means of 
communicating the limits imposed by existing legislation and policies guiding park actions. 


PERSONAL WATERCRAFT 
ISSUE 1: RULING 


A. 


Comment: The National Park Service should restore the use of personal watercraft, at least on a 
limited basis. 

Response: On April 20, 2000, the National Park Service published final rules that addressed personal 
watercraft use in national park system units. Personal watercraft use is prohibited unless this type of 
water-based recreational activity is found appropriate for a specific area, consistent with a park’s 
resources, values, and management objectives, and compatible with other visitor uses of the area. 
Taking into consideration the park mission and goals, compatibility with NPS management 
objectives, adverse impacts to the visitors, safety considerations, and protection of natural qualities, 
the National Park Service determined that personal watercraft use at Voyageurs National Park is 


PLANNING PROCESS 
ISSUE 1: MEETINGS 


A. 


Comment: The National Park Service made no attempt to contact private houseboat owners for their 
comments on the general management plan. 

Response: All who are interested or affected by the actions described in the general management plan 
are treated equally, as required by NPS regulations and policies and the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Particular individuals or groups are not singled out for special treatment. A variety of 
public input opportunities were available during the completion of the Draft GMP/EIS. The following 
list summarizes press releases, articles, and input opportunities that were written or that occurred 
during the planning process: 

1. August 3, 1998 — The Federal Register published a notice of intent to begin a Voyageurs 


National Park general management plan and environmental impact statement (vol. 63, no. 148, 
pp. 41275-76). 


2. August 4, 1998 — The National Park Service mailed Newsletter #1: Scoping Phase to those on 
the general management plan mailing list; 526 individuals, organizations, or agencies. 
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10. 


12. 


13. 


14. 


August 10, 1998 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled 
“Public Invited to Meetings on the Future of Voyageurs National Park.” This press release invited 
the public to attend the scoping meetings and explained the meeting format. It also invited people 
to submit written comments if they could not attend a meeting. 


August 24-27, 1998 — The National Park Service conducted public scoping meetings in 
Minneapolis/St. Paul (28 people attended), Duluth (20 people), Orr (28 people), and International 
Falls (66 people). The workshop included a large group introductory presentation followed by 
small discussion groups. 

August 31, 1998 — Closing date for scoping phase comments. The National Park Service 
received approximately 170 responses. 

December 4, 1998 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled 
“Voyageurs Genera! Management Plan on Schedule.” This press release updated the public on the 
current phase of the planning process. It also summarized the comments received during the 
scoping phase. 

April 14, 1999 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled 
“Alternatives Response Booklet, Voyageurs National Park.” This press release informed the 
public that the National Park Service was in the second phase of planning and that the alternatives 
response booklet would be mailed to those on the mailing list or those who requested a copy. 


May 11, 1999 — Thz National Park Service mailed Newsletter #2: Alternatives Response Booklet 
to all on the mailing list, which included 910 individuals, organizations, or agencies. Extra copies 
of the newsletter were placed at park visitor centers. Interested citizens not on the mailing list 
requested copies via mail, phone, or electronic mail. 

May 24, 1999 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled “Public 
Invited to Meetings on the Future of Voyageurs National Park.” This press release informed the 
public about the proposed management alternatives review open houses scheduled for June 7-10, 
1999. 


June 7-10, 1999 — The National Park Service conducted an alternatives review public open 
house in International Falls (57 people attended), Orr (23 people), Duluth (9 people), and 
Minneapolis/St. Paul (28 people). The open house included information stations that covered the 
following topics: planning process, existing conditions, alternative |, alternative 2, and 
alternative 3. 

August 15, 1999 — The National Park Service received over 450 responses during the public 
comment period on the proposed management alternatives. 

September 27, 1999 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled 
“Public Responds to Request for Comments on Voyageurs National Park Plan.” This press 
release summarized the public comments received during the management alternatives review 
phase. 

June 16, 2000 — The availability of the Draft GMP / EIS and Visitor Use and Facilities Plan 
was announced in the Federal Register (65 FR 37799-800). The schedule for four open houses 
was also given for the week of July 24, 2000. 


July 10, 2000 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled 

“Voyageurs National Park’s Draft General Management Plan and Environmental Impact 
Statement Released.” This press release informed the public that the Draft GMP/EIS was 
available for review. 
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15. July 10, 2000 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled “Public 
Invited to Open Houses on the Future of Voyageurs National Park.” This press release informed 
the public about the open houses scheduled for July 24-27, 2000. It alsc invited people to send in 
written comments if they could not attend an open house. 


16. July 24—-27, 2000 — The National Park Service conducted a Draft GMP/EIS and Visitor Use and 
Facilities Plan review public open house in International Falls (39 people attended), Orr (22 
people), Duluth (6 people), and Minneapolis/St. Paul (5 people). The open house included 
information stations about the following topics: planning process, existing conditions, draft 
proposed action, alternative 1, alternative 2, and alternative 3. 

17. August 10, 2000 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitied 
“Voyageurs’ Comment Period Extended for 30 Days.” This press release informed the public that 
the comment period deadline was extended until September 22, 2000. It also informed the public 
that copies of the Draft GMP/EIS were still available for review. 


18. September 22, 2000 — The National Park Service distributed a statewide press release entitled 
“Voyageurs” Comment Period Extended for 30 Days.” This press release informed the public that 
the comment period deadline was extended until October 23, 2000. It also informed the public 
that copies of the Draft GMP/EIS were still available for review. 


19. Newspaper articles related to the Draft GMP/EIS appeared in the following newspapers: 


Daily Journal — June 23, 24, 1998; July 10, 1998; August 12, 14,21, 26, 27, 28, 1998; January 5, 8, 
15, 1999; February 4, 1999; March 10, 16, 1999; May 11, 27, 28, 1999; June 1, 3, 23, 28, 29, 
1999; October 5, 1999; December 31, 1999; June 14, 2000; July 20, 21, 25, 31, 2000; August 1, 
2, 4, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 21, 23, 24, 28, 29, 30, 2000; September 1, 5, 6, 8, 12, 13, 14, 15, 18, 20, 
21, 22, 25, 27, 2000; October 2, 2000 


Duluth News-Tribune — July 12; August 26, 1998; June 6, 8, 10, 18, 1999; July 18, 1999; July 25, 
2000; August 13, 2000; September 23, 29, 2000 


Timberjay — August 29, 1998; April 14, 1999; May 29, 1999; June 5, 12, 1999; July 15, 29, 2000; 
August 19, 26, 2000; September 2, 2000 


Just prior to the distribution of the Draft GMP/EIS, the NPS mailing list included 1,133 addresses for 
individuals and organizations. Each of these addressees received a newsletter in May 2000 that 
included a postage-paid postcard for requesting a copy of the Draft GMP/EIS. If the National Park 
Service received the postcard, the sender received a copy of the plan. If the park did not receive a 
postcard, the sender did not receive a copy of the plan. Exceptions to this rule included such entities 
as elected officials and organizations. 


Comment: The National Park Service did not include private houseboat owners as consultants or 
contributors. 

Response: The consultants and contributors listed in the Draft GMP/EIS (see p. 1-382-84) include 
NPS staff and contracted professionals who were actively involved in developing that document. 
Numerous citizens, park visitors, and representatives of special interest groups actively participated in 
the planning process. Alternative actions presented in this document largely express desired future 
conditions communicated through the public planning process. 


Comment: What scoping meetings took place during the planning process? 
Response: The National Park Service sponsored a series of public meetings and/or public open houses 


throughout the general management planning process. During the week of August 25, 1998, initial 
scoping meetings were held in four Minnesota locations: Minneapolis/St. Paul, Duluth, Orr, and 
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International Falls. The format of the meetings included an open house, introductory presentations, 
and small group/facilitator-led discussions. Between June 7 and 10, 1999, public open houses were 
held in the same four Minnesota communities to review the proposed management alternatives. 
Between July 24 and 27, 2000, public open houses were agair: held in the same four Minnesota 
locations to discuss the Draft GMP/EIS. 


D. Comment: The National Park Service held all public meetings on weekdays. 


Response: The National Park Service held meetings during weekday evenings, rather than weekends, 
since this type of schedule is often more accommodating to the general public. The meetings were 
held over a series of hours and in four different Minnesota locations to try to accommodate the 
public’s varied schedules. 


E. Comment: The National Park Service should have held public hearings where the public could voice 
its Opinions, not open houses where comments were one-on-one. 


Response: The National Park Service chose tc hold open houses because they provide a format for 
one-on-one dialogue and questions and answers, as well as an opportunity to make statements in an 
unintimidating setting. During a public hearing there is no opportunity for dialogue, and those who 
are uncomfortable speaking in front of a large group are not heard. There is no opportunity to respond 
to incorrect information, which perpetuates inaccuracies and hinders future dialogue. The National 
Park Service received positive feedback from those attending the open houses, stating that they liked 
the format because it gave them the opportunity to ask questions. This format allowed the National 
Park Service to gather valuable, constructive input, which was included in subsequent steps of the 
planning process. 


ISSUE 2: PROCESS AND PLAN 


A. Comment: The planning process for the park's general management plan has become a popularity 
contest. 


Response: Because the park is composed of publicly owned lands, the public’s wishes were carefully 
considered in developing the original alternatives and modifying the proposed action discussed in the 
Final GMP/EIS. As part of the public scoping process, the National Park Service is required to invite 
the participation of affected public agencies, Native American tribes, and other interested citizens. 
During each phase of this planning process, public comment was encouraged through questionnaires, 
public meetings, and open house forums. Ideas and recommendations submitted by those who 
participated in the planning process were examined individually and without bias. However, public 
comments were by no means the only information used in constructing the modified proposed action. 
Data collected as part of the planning and impact analysis, relevant laws and regulations, and NPS 


B. Comment: The planning process should not have been driven by emotion to facilitate agendas that 
deviate from the park’s legislative intent. 
Response: The National Park Service does not feel that emotion or disregard for enabling laws has 
driven the planning process. The legislative act that authorized the establishment of Voyageurs 
National Park provided the foundation for management actions presented in this document. Addi- 
tionally, other regulations that are applicable to units of the national park system and regulations that 
are specific to Voyageurs National Park (36 CFR 7.33) helped guide management plan concepts. 
Recommendations outlined in the proposed action do not deviate from the intent of these laws. 
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c. 


Comment: The National Park Service makes up the rules as they go along with no regard to local 
businesses. 


Response: A public process that is mandated and formalized by NPS policres and the requirements of 
the National Environmental Policy Act was followed throughout the development of this plan. This 
procedure is the same throughout the National Park Service, and quite simular to how all federal 
agencies follow the steps described in ine National Environmental Policy Act. The park did not 
“make up the rules,” but instead followed the requirements in the already well-defined process. The 
National Environmental Policy Aci includes provisions for public input, and the National Park 
Service encouraged agencies and the public to respond to the content of the plan for future park 
management. Some of the ideas were mutually compatible and achievable, and some were not. 
Economic impacts were developed to provide insight into the potential effects to area businesses. 


Comment: The National Park Service handpicks people to do its inaccurate surveys to provide the 
Statistics it wants. 

Response: The National Park Service often relies on consultants to develop and conduct visitor 
surveys. Several surveys were completed before the Draft GMP/EIS was prepared to help the park 
and others better understand visitor use patterns. The surveys were designed to provide as accurate 
and unbiased information as feasible. As stated in the draft plan, Voyageurs recognizes that 
quantifiable visitor use data are deficient, and that quotas or numerical figures should be interpreted 
with discretion. One of the highest priorities outlined under the modified proposed action would focus 
on developing appropriate data collection methods and on collecting more accurate visitor data. 


Comment: Why does the plan treat all the lakes the same? There should be one set of rales for the 
Rainy basin and one for the Namakan basin. The National Park Service's failun: to treat each basin as 
unique demonstrates shortcuts taken by the planners and calls into question the plan's conclusions. 


Response: The general management planning process is designed to accommodate broad levels of 
decision making; therefore, at this planning level it was appropriate to look at the two basins in a 
similar manner. Subsequert implementation plans, such as the houseboat management plan, would 
potentially consider evaluating each basin individually as appropriate. 

Comment: Do not implement more rules or restrictions for the park. 

Response: The National Park Service must continually respond to issues as they change over time and 
adjust policies that concern visitor and resource management. Restrictions are implemented in 
response to changing conditions and assist the park in achieving desired future conditions and 
Comment: The National Park Service should publish a second draft of the plan for public review 
Response: Although the proposed action has been modified, these changes are not major nor outside 
the range of those analyzed in the Draft GMP/EIS. Given the extensive period of public review of the 
draft, it is unlikely that the park would receive additional substantive comments. Therefore, an 
additional release and review would not help the park in its planning, and would be fiscally 
irresponsible. 

Comment: The National Park Service did not send copies of the draft general management plan to 
those who were on the mailing list. 

Response: In April 2000 the National Park Service distributed a newsletter to 1,133 addressees that 
comprised the Draft GMP/EIS mailing list. Requests for a copy of the draft plan document were made 
possible through a postage-paid postcard that was included in the newsletter. A press release 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


198 


Public Comments and Responses: Planning Process 





distributed during the draft plan review period also informed the public that copies of the Draft 
GMP/EIS were still available. Organizations and public agencies were sent a copy of the draft 
document in accordance with planning policy. 


Comment: For those who do not live within the immediate surroundings of the park, it is difficult to 
obtain information about the plan. 


Response: Information about planning for the park’s future was distributed through statewide press 
releases and the NPS Website. Additionally, copies of newsletters and the Draft GMP/EIS could be 


requested directly from the park. 


Comment: The plan does nothing to increase tourism. 


Response: The National Park Service has provided and ‘will continue to provide opportunities for 
visitors to experience and enjoy Voyageurs National Park, which in turn may increase tourism. The 
modified proposed action includes the development of visitor destinations, an expanded interpretive 
program, an educational institute, trails, and additional overnight and day use sites. All of these 
recommendations could increase tourism. 


. Comment: The general management plan should include the following definition of what is an 
appropriate form of recreation in Voyageurs National Park. 


Appropriate forms of recreation for Voyageurs National Park are those that allow park 
visitors to become intimate with park resources and values but do not cause the derogation or 
destruction, directly or indirectly, of those resources and values. Furthermore, appropriate 
recreation should provide a visitor the opportunity for inspiration and peaceful enjoyment to 
deepen an understanding of the natural and cultural resources contained in the unit. In 
addition, appropriate recreation should foster within the visitor a greater appreciation for the 
park system’s resources and values while stimulating further awareness of the need to 
preserve those resources and values. 


Response: Appropriate forms of recreation have been defined by legislation. Administration of park 
recreation is outlined in section 303 of the park’s enabling act (84 Stat. 1971), which specifies that 


The secretary may, when planning for development of the park, include appropriate 
provisions for (1) winter sports, including the use of snowmobiles, (2) use by seaplanes, and 
(3) recreational use by all types of watercraft, including houseboats, runabouts, canoes, 
sailboats, fishing boats and cabin cruisers. 


Subsequent legislation and regulations, including 36 CFR 7.33, outline appropriate forms and levels 
of recreational use in greater detail. Under the modified proposed action opportunities for visitors 
would be expanded. However, the park would not allow resources to be impaired or derogated (these 
terms are considered equivalent in the NPS Management Policies 2001). 


. Comment: The recommendations in the Draft GMP/EIS were attained through a process of 
negotiations between organized interest groups, none of whom represent the general public. 


Response: The recommendations in the general management plan are the result of three public 
comment periods, data research, NPS policies, Voyageurs National Park’s mission, purpose and 
significance, and park staff knowledge. The National Park Service did meet with organized groups 
that requested meetings to ask questions about the plan or provide input. These same opportunities 
were available to all members of the public. At no time did the National Park Service participate in a 
process of negotiation with organized interest groups. Furthermore, during the time that the Draft 
GMP/EIS was on public review, approximately 2,000 individual letters were received by mail, 
electronic mail, and verbally at a series of public meetings held in four communities in Minnesota 
July 24-27, 2000. 
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M. 


Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS was not presented to the public until the very end of the process. 


Response: The general management planning process was organized in several siages that encouraged 
public and agency participation at key times throughout the process. This included input during the 
formulation of issues and qualities, development of preliminary management alternatives, and 
comment on the Draft GMP/EIS. The modified proposed action reflects many public and agency 
contributions that were provided during the planning process. 


Comment: The National Park Service controlled and restricted the planning process. 


Response: As a federal land manager, the National Park Service organized and directed the general 
management planning effort, but made no attempts to restrict the process. The procedures fully 
comply with mandates outlined by the National Environmental Policy Act and the National Park 
Service. Public and agency participation in the planning process has been accommodated and 
encouraged. 


Comment: The public comment period should have been extended through November 22, 2000. 


Response: Normally, a Draft GMP/EIS is available for public review for a 45-day period. However, 
the National Park Service, as a matter of policy, requires a 60-day review period to ensure that all 
who wish to comment are able to do so. In the case of the Voyageurs Draft GMP/EIS, the original 60- 
day period was extended for two additional 30-day reviews, for a total of 120 days from June 16 to 
October 23. The National Park Service believes this is adequate. 


Comment: The general management plan needs to consider the economic impact it has on the 
surrounding community. 


Response: The environmental impacts on the local community were assessed in the planning process. 
In addition, the modified proposed action recommends several subsequent studies and plans that 
would examine impacts of specific actions in greater detail (e.g., houseboat limits, facility use fees, 
and a permit system). 


Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS provides a framework for gradually increasing the restrictions on 
Voyageurs National Park. 


Response: The Draft GMP/EIS provides a framework for protecting resources and providing for a 
quality visitor experience over the next 20 years. Restrictions outlined in the modified proposed 
action are measures determined necessary to maintain or achieve desired future conditions in the park. 
Regulations were not suggested where visitor and resource conflicts were minimal to non-existent. 


Comment: The issue of motorboats, houseboats, snowmobiles, and so forth being beyond the scope of 
the general management plan is a mistake because these uses are discretionary, not mandatory. 


Response: The comment is correct in that the enabling legislation does not mandate the use of any 
particular type of motorized recreational equipment, but rather says “The Secretary may, when 
planning for the park, include appropriate provisions for” several types of motorized recreational 
uses. 


However, motorboats, houseboats, snowmobiles, and fixed-wing aircraft have been generally 
determined to be appropriate at Voyageurs, as outlined by regulations (36 CFR 7.33). To protect 
resource values and improve the quality of visitor experience, the modified proposed action 
recommends restrictions and interim limits on use for certain types of motorized recreation. It also 
recommends the completion of monitoring and future studies and planning efforts to gather 
information on use patterns, resource conditions, and visitor experience to make additional decisions 
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on motorized use in the future. (Also, please see response to Environmental Protection Agency letter, 
comment “T” for additional information). 


S. Comment: Who makes the final decisions about what is proposed in the Final GMP/EIS? 


Response: The approving official for the record of decision is the Midwest Regional Director of the 
National Park Service. The responsibility for such approval has been delegated from the Secretary of 
Interior to the Director of the National Park Service and then tc the Regional Director. 


The decision as to what to include in the plan is a collaborative process that involves the park staff, its 
contractors, the staff of the Midwest Regional Office, and other NPS employees and officials. In 
addition, other federal agencies, such as the Environmental Protection Agency, may influence 
proposals in the plan. The comments from the public and information in the environmental impact 
statement also influence those decisions. 


T. Comment: It appears that a lot of the Draft GMP/EIS has come from people who live in Washington 
D.C., who have never been to Rainy Lake. 


Response: The staff at Voyageurs National Park have been the major contributors to the plan through- 
out the planning process. These are people who live in International Falls, Littlefork, Ray, 
Kabetogama, and Crane Lake. All of them spend a great deal of time in the park. Indeed, several team 
members are people who work in the park on a routine, if not daily, basis. 


The National Park Service has also worked with contractors on this plan. Contractors not initially 
familiar with the area spent time at Voyageurs with the park staff, reading extensive literature, and 
working in the field in order to become familiar with the park. In addition, subcontractors more 
familiar with the immediate region of the park were used to analyze impacts to several resources. 
Throughout the process, however, contractors relied heavily on park staff as the “authorities” on park 
resources and management. 

There have also been three public comment periods during the planning process. Each phase resulted 
in the park receiving numerous comments from interested citizens about the future of Voyageurs 
National Park. The park received public comments from a broad range of people who live all over the 
country. The park received many comments during the scoping process and during the comment 
periods from the local area. Because Voyageurs is a national, not a local, park, the National Park 
Service is responsible for considering all comments received during this planning process, regardless 
of their origin. 


ISSUE 3: MISSION GOALS 

A. Comment: The mission goal for water quality states that it will be “at least maintained or improved.” 
This goal should read “water quality is improved.” 
Response: Considering out-of-park variables that contribute to the quality of water resources, the goal 
of maintaining water quality is a realistic objective. 


B. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS should include the following language in the desired future conditions 
section: “The park’s wilderness resources, values, and characteristics are unimpaired, and its 
suitability for wilderness designation remains undiminished.” 

Response: This comment will be added to the goals because it is required under general policy and 
law. 
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ISSUE 4: RELATIONSHIP TO OTHER PLANS 


A. 


Comment: The plan should include a list of future plans to be conducted during the life of the 
approved general management plan. 

Response: The Final GMP/EIS includes a section entitled “Studies and Plans to Follow General 
Management Plan Approval”. 


Comment: Planning subsequent to the general management plan should include a wilderness 
management plan and a winter use plan. 


Response: The 1992 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Wilderness Recommendation and 
Final GMP/EIS address issues related to wilderness and winter use management. In addition, 
motorized recreational uses in Voyageurs have been addressed in the other regulations (36 CFR 7.33). 


Comment: Congress should appropriate $1 million, or sufficient funds, for the National Park Service 
to conduct Visitor Experience and Resource Protection and carrying capacity studies at Voyageurs 
National Park. 


Response: Voyageurs National Park will actively seek funding for studies and plans following 
approval of the general management plan that address issues of carrying capacity. 


ISSUE 5: GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 


A. 


Comment: The general management plan fails to examine the separation of uses as a solution to 
visitor conflict. 

Response: Under the modified proposed action of the Final GMP/EIS, facility development such as 
more hiking, ski, and snowshoe trails in more secluded areas would provide for the separation of uses. 
Day use of overnight sites would be restricted to mornings and early afternoons, and tent camping 
would not be allowed at designated houseboat sites. 


Comment: The general management plan fails to adequately integrate the “voyageur experience” into 
management directives. 

Response: The “voyageur experience” is most appropriately addressed in the comprehensive 
interpretation plan, which is recommended as a subsequent planning effort following approval of the 
general management plan. 


RESEARCH AND DATA 
ISSUE 1: INADEQUATE RESEARCH 


A. 


Comment: On page I-263 the plan states that “wave action in these bays now moves discharged oil, 
fuel, and toxins to the shoreline where it concentrates.” The term “toxins” is not defined and this 
statement has no basis in fact. The statement should be deleted. 


Response: This statement has been removed from the Final GMP/EIS. 


Comment: The plan cites anecdotal, unsubstantiated observations, opinions, or beliefs of park staff 
over and over again. What is the baseline for paddle activity? How were increases measured? 


Response: The measures for deternnining use levels for paddle activity include ranger field 
observations and interviews of paddlers and service providers. 
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The National Park Service acknowledges that visitor use data are lacking, and it has therefore made 
provisions under the modified proposed action to improve methods for collecting visitor information. 
The planning workgroup that developed the National Park Service Director’s Order 2: Park Planning 
agreed that management actions may be proposed in general management plans using qualitative 

data. However, the National Environmental Policy Act also acknowledges the concept of “tiering,” 
whereby additional studies and surveys needed to better understand and implement elements of the 
plan should also be proposed to provide future quantitative data. 


. Comment: “In the absence of quantifiable data, best professional judgment prevailed” appears often 
and is key to many decisions. 


Response: A general management plan is intended to be a broad-based or policy-setting document, 
rather than a detailed project description. Likewise, an environmental impact statement for a general 
management plan is programmatic in nature, using ecosystem-level information available over the 
entire park (such as percentage of vegetative cover by a certain plant type, or populations of wildlife 
species or types of wildlife, etc.) rather than site-specific information. This necessarily means not all 
details are known and that details will be further defined in a series of planning efforts tiered to the 
Final GMP/EIS. This is why, under National Park Service guidelines for park planning (Director's 
Order 2), decisions proposed in general management plans can rely on qualitative or 
noncomprehensive sources of data if needed. However, federal agency decisions are often based on 
some qualitative information or best professional judgment of the staff and other experts. It is 
extremely rare that all details are known and quantified in any planning process. 


. Comment: The National Park Service cannot effectively and efficiently manage the park’s resources 
and facilities without first determining the demand being placed on them; information being used is 
inadequate and unreliable. 

Response: The modified proposed action identifies areas where data are lacking and recommends 
additional studies, plans, or other park management tools to be developed following the general 
management planning process, thereby establishing a more thorough databank. Where sufficient data 
exist, actions were proposed. In situations where data are lacking, only interim or less-impacting 
measures are recommended. 


. Comment: The data and science regarding visitor use used for reference in the plan are lacking and 
not reliable. 


Response: As noted in the “Voyageurs National Park Visitor Survey — Summer 1997” (Littlejohn 
1998), questionnaires were distributed primarily at boat launches, although some people were 
contacted on the water. Since houseboats very seldom use boat launches, this survey did not 
adequately represent the park’s houseboating public. Park staff are aware that there is a significant 
amount of houseboat use in the park. Since the Draft GMP/EIS was distributed, the National Park 
Service has more closely examined the creel survey data and has extensively used this information to 
establish management direction related to houseboat use. The National Park Service believes the 
combination is reliable and adequate to make the kinds of decisions made in the Final GMP/EIS. 


. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS plan engages in arbitrary capacity setting, such as that for campsites, 
visitor destinations, and houseboats. 


Response: The National Park Service Director's Order 2: Park Planning acknowledges that 
management actions may be proposed using qualitative data. It also recommends additional studies 
and surveys to provide future quantitative data. 


Under the modified proposed action the number of camping sites was based on resource capacity and 
criteria outlined in the approved 1988 Lakecountry and Backcountry Site Management Plan. Visitor 
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destination resources have been inventoried and documented. The interim houseboat limit is 
supported by creel survey data. 


ISSUE 2: VISITATION NUMBERS 


A. 


Comment: Statistics on park use are wrong; the National Park Service should submit figures and their 
method of collection. 

Response: Counting visitors at Voyageurs National Park is difficult because of the multiple entry 
points and types of uses. Currently, the National Park Service uses a mathematical formula developed 
in 1992 to calculate annual visitation. 

When the National Park Service developed the formula, NPS staff at the Public Use Statistics Office 
used aerial counts and survey information collected over a 12-month period. Using the data collected, 
Statisticians established correlations between the number of people counted at the Rainy Lake visitor 
center and the number of people houseboating, camping, fishing, etc. These types of correlations are 
part of the formula used to determine annual visitation. 

Currently, the Public Use Statistics Office is re-evaluating the current formula used at Voyageurs. It 
will examine new sources of data and determine if they are reliable enough to include in calculating 
park visitation. 

Comment: The National Park Service should take no action until solid visitation numbers can be 
provided; without accurate visitor counts, the park should not have proposed to limit park use. 
Response: In recognition of this need, the modified proposed action outlines implementation of 
management tools that include a no-fee, self-registration permit, a houseboat management plan, 
campsite monitoring, and feasibility studies to determine the appropriateness of a facility use fee 
program, and permit system. 

Where there were sufficient data to determine limits on use, the modified proposed action 
recommends measures for management. 


Comment: Usage figures can be obtained during routine flyovers. 


Response: Some visitor use data are currently gathered during park flyovers. Creel survey flights 
allow the pilot to count moored houseboats and tents in each basin. Under the modified proposed 
action the no-fee, overnight permit system would provide an opportunity to gather information that 
cannot be obtained by flyovers, such as the origin of the visitor, location of camping, number in party, 
length of stay, and other variables. 


Comment: The National Park Service can get an accurate head count from houseboat rental 
companies. 

Response: The National Park Service would be willing to work with commercial houseboat 
companies to obtain information. However, the data would need to be supplemented to understand the 


broader range of park use. 
Comment: The creation and implementation of a reliable and accurate usage system should be the 
National Park Service’s number one priority. 


Response: The National Park Service agrees with this comment, and in the modified proposed action 
recommends subsequent plans and tools to gather more accurate visitor use data. 
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F. Comment: Why is it that an estimated count of only 249,000 visitors puts Voyageurs National Park in 
a potentially overcrowded situation when visitation was expected to be 1.3 million people? 


Response: The plan does not state that estimated visitation at Voyageurs has placed the park in a 
potentially overcrowded situation. Numerous comments submitted by reviewers and meeting 
participants during the public planning process expressed the desire to retain existing visitation levels. 
Many comments indicate concerns about accommodating a significant increase in visitation that 
would potentially impact existing park qualities, such as solitude, natural quiet, and seclusion. 
Recommendations outlined under the modified proposed action would allow for and accommodate a 
reasonable and balanced increase in visitation without compromising resources or the visitor 
experience. 

G. Comment: The Draft GMP/EIS does not discuss the exact methodology of the creel survey used to 
generate visitor use information. The plan also neglects to provide evidence to support the accuracy 
of this method. 

Response: Creel survey data for houseboat use has been added to the Final GMP/EIS, “Chapter 3: 
Affected Environment.” The level of detail necessary to explain the exact methodology goes beyond 
the scope of a general planning document. The creel survey methods used by the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources are tested, scientifically derived, defensible, and used statewide. 


H. Comment: The validity of the creel survey is dependent on an accurate count by the pilot. This 
method does not assist the National Park Service in determining overnight use by houseboats. This 
method would certainly not allow the National Park Service to distinguish between commercial and 
private houseboats. 

Response: The method used to gather creel data has been consistent for the previous 20 years. 
Additionally, the same pilot has conducted the survey during most seasons. 
In previous years, this data has not distinguished between private and commercial houseboats. During 


the latter portion of the summer 2000 season, the creel survey in park waters began to distinguish 
between private and commercial houseboats in park waters on lakes within the Rainy basin. 


I. Comment: The National Park Service has no valid, reliable information about the number of visitors, 
use patterns, visitor experience, or visitor needs. 
Response: The National Park Service has some valid and reliable counts on numbers of houseboats 
and tent use. In addition, several surveys (such as the work by Littlejohn) add to the visitor use 
needs. 
a 


A. Comment: Restrictions on snowmobiles, for safety reasons alone, are long overdue in Voyageurs. The 
plan should consider the recent National Park Service ban on snowmobiles. 
Response: The National Park Service has d>termined that snowmobile use is appropriate at 
Voyageurs, as outlined in 36 CFR 7.33. Therefore, a ban on snowmobile use was not considered as 
part of this general management planning effort. 
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The majority of snowmobile activity in the park occurs on groomed routes and portages (areas not 
recommended for wilderness). Expansion of the existing snowmobile trail system was not considered 
in alternative actions, although realignment of certain portages is recommended for safety reasons. 


B. Comment: The Chain of Lakes trail should be removed. 


Response: The Chain of Lakes trail — a 100-foot wide corridor (not recommended for wilderness) — 
was provided for in the 1992 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Wilderness 
Recommendation. 


C. Comment: Snowmobiles should only be allowed if and where appropriate, as determined by a winter 
use plan, and only if the wilderness suitability and integrity are not impaired. 
Response: Snowmobile use was determined to be appropriate in the 1992 Final Environmental 
Impact Statement for a Wilderness Recommendation and was addressed in that planning effort. Under 
the modified proposed action, snowmobile use would continue to be restricted to land and water areas 
not recommended for wilderness status. 


D. Comment: The plan should not ban snowmobiles. 
Response: The National Park Service will continue to allow snowmobiles in Voyageurs National Park 
because they have been determined to be an appropriate use through legislation and in 36 CFR 7.33. 


E. Comment: The bay closures for wildlife protection should be suspended. Where are the supporting 
data for bay closures? 


Response: In 1992, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service issued a biological opinion indicating that the 
practice of allowing snowmobiles free access to all areas of the park was having a detrimental effect 
on wolves (USFWS 1994). This official biological opinion resulted in closure of 17 park bays to 
snowmobiling. A report evaluating four years of observations of wolf activity and unauthorized 
snowmobile use in bays under park closure found that 93% of use by either was exclusive (NPS 
1996). These data support the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s original hypotheses that access by 
snowmobiles was disturbing to wolves. Each winter, the park superintendent determines whether all, 
some, or none of the bays require closure to protect the park’s wolf population. In the winter of 1999- 
2000, 11 bays were closed to snowmobiles (NPS 1999b). 


F. Comment: The park should provide additional snowmobile trails, especially one on the Kabetogama 
Peninsula. 
Response: The 1992 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Wilderness Recommendation 
designated the majority of the Kabetogama Peninsula as proposed wilderness. As required by the NPS 
Management Policies 2001, proposed wilderness areas must be managed the same as designated 
wilderness, and no actions can be taken that would diminish wilderness suitability until the legislative 
process for wilderness designation has been completed. Therefore, the alternatives (including the 
modified proposed action) are consistent with NPS wilderness policy requirements, which prohibit 
the use of mechanized recreation (such as snowmobiling) in proposed wilderness. 
Voyageurs National Park would continue to provide approximately 110 miles of groomed 
snowmobile trails that afford access to frozen surfaces of major lakes and certain overland safety 
portages. The Chain of Lakes trail, which accesses the western portion of the Kabetogama Peninsula, 
has been retained under the modified proposed action, as described in the Wilderness 
Recommendation. 
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G. Comment: Develop the Ranta Bay snowmobile safety portage but keep the Moose Bay snowmobile 
safety portage the same. 

Response: Visitor safety along the Moose Bay portage is the primary reason for removing this 
portage. Instead, the Ranta Bay portage would provide an overland route between Black Bay and 
Kabetogama Lake. As described in the modified proposed action, if the Ranta Bay portage had to be 
closed for various reasons, the Moose Bay portage would be opened. 

H. Comment: The National Park Service at Voyageurs National Park should immediately begin a 
rulemaking process to limit snowmobile activity to the minimum mileage of the park’s high standard 
gravel or paved roads necessary to accommodate the activity. 

Response: Under the rulemaking process, it has been determined that snowmobile use is appropriate 
in specific locations in the park. The mileage of snowmobile routes should be more fairly compared 
to waterway routes than park roads at Voyageurs National Park because Voyageurs is primarily a 

water-based park. 

I. Comment: Any general management plan that does not substantially address the lasting damage that 
snowmobiles cause to park resources and wildlife is ripe for judicial review. 

Response: Resource damage generated by snowmobile use at Voyageurs was previously assessed as 
part of the 1992 Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Wilderness Recommendation. The 
modified proposed action does not deviate from that Wilderness Recommendation, other than to 
remove several miles of trail/overland portage at Moose Bay. 

J. Comment: The National Park Service is instructed to monitor the effects of snowmobile use and 
amend or rescind designations of areas when necessary. 


: The park has monitored some effects of snowmobile use, particularly with respect to 
wildlife. The Draft GMP/EIS proposes additional monitoring of snowmobile effects as part of the 
park’s natural resources management program. 


SUMMARY 

ISSUE 1: CORRECTIONS 

A. Comment: The statement “acres lost from logging” is untrue and unfair. 
Response: This statement has been corrected in the final document. 


TRAILS 

ISSUE 1: TRAILS 

A. Comment: The plan should include a hiking trail to Shoepack Lake. 
Response: A waterway corridor, including an overland portage, provides a connection between Little 
Shoepack and Shoepack Lake. Therefore, a developed trail is not warranted. 


B. Comment: The plan should include hiking trail links to Rainy Lake. Specifically, the plan should 
consider a trail from the logging camp tent site to Kettle Falls, American Channel to Kettle Falls, 
Kempton Channel to Anderson Bay, Dryweed Island, and the Saginaw Bay Area. 


Response: The modified proposed action includes a 2.9-mile loop trail on Dryweed Island, which 
would provide additional hiking opportunities in the west end of the Rainy Lake District. The existing 
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“Development Concept Plan” for the Kettle Falls area would be revised, and hiking trails to the 
American Channel could be considered as part of that planning effort. 

During the early stages of developing management alternatives, a trail from the logging camp to 
Kettle Falls was considered but rejected due to the potential for visitor disruption at the nearby 
campsite. The north portion of the Kabetogama Peninsula (more easily accessed from Rainy Lake) is 
particularly difficult terrain for trail construction. A hiking trail corridor from Kempton Channel to 
Anderson Bay was rejected due to steep escarpments and the absence of a defined ridgeline. Under 
alternatives | and 3 a trail in the Saginaw Bay area (extending between Marion Bay and Locator 
Lake) was considered but rejected under the modified proposed action due to potential natural 
resource impacts (sensitive plant species). 


VISITOR CENTERS 
ISSUE 1: CRANE LAKE VISITOR CENTER 


A. Comment: The National Park Service should not pursue the development of a visitor center at Crane 
Lake until the sewage disposal system is established. 
Response: Planning for a visitor center would consider impacts to local infrastructure. 


VISITOR USE AND FACILITIES PLAN 
ISSUE 1: PROCESS 


A. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan meets neither the intent nor the letter of the enabling 
legislation. 
Response: The National Park Service used the visitor use and facilities plan legislation (Public Law 
97-405) to guide the development and organization of the plan. The legislation is referenced 
throughout the plan. The National Park Service believes that it met the intent and letter of the 


B. Comment: The actions taken for the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan do not meet the definition of 
cooperation as stated in the legislation. 
Response: The dictionary defines cooperation as “to work or act together toward a common end or 
purpose.” Those people who participated in the entire visitor use and facilities plan process worked 
together toward a common goal: the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan. The National Park Service did 
not view the consultation group as “lip service.” Although some participants did not attend most of 
the meetings, those who did attend participated in productive dialogue, which resulted in the current 
Draft Visitor Use and Facilities Plan. The legislation does not say that consensus must be reached or 
that issues should be voted on; it says “in cooperation.” 


C. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan Ad Hoc Consultation Group was not constituted in 
Response: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan Ad Hoc Consultation Group was formed according to 
Public Law 97-405, which states that “The Secretary shall, in cooperation with other Federal, State, 
and local governmental entities and private entities experienced in the fields of outdoor recreation and 
visitor services .. . .” The group agreed to the process format. Most members attended all the 
meetings. 
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D. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan does not address an “appropriate level” of visitation 
and does not “set forth methods of achieving” an appropriate level of visitation as stated in the 
legislation. 

Response: Public Law 97-405 legislation says that “the plan shall set forth methods of achieving an 
appropriate level and type of visitation.” The legislation does not say that the plan should find an 
appropriate level of use. The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan identifies methods as described on page 
II-25 through II-28. The proposed methods include counting visitors, monitoring visitor experience, 

toring the condition of facilities. and developing additional facilities. TI aedied 
would bring the Park Service closer to achieving an appropriate level and type of visitation. 


E. Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan needs to be thrown out and completed in accordance 
with the law. 


: The National Park Service used Public Law 97-405 to guide the development and 
organization of the plan. The National Park Service developed the plan in accordance with the law. 


F. Comment: The National Park Service should not combine the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan with the 
Draft GMP/EIS. 
Response: The following information explains why the National Park Service is completing the 
Visitor Use and Facilities Plan as part of the general management plan. 
Voyageurs National Park Mediation Panel Consensus Decisions — Consensus Decision 6: 
The Committee recommends that issues surrounding proposals for a Visitor Use and 
Facilities Study are most appropriately handled through the Park Service’s General 
Management Plan (GMP) planning process. The committee recommends that the GMP 


planning process should solicit input of other federal, state and local government entities, as 
well as from the public. 


The 1983 legislation states: 

Develop and implement a comprehensive plan for visitor use and overnight visitor facilities 

for the park. The plan shall set forth methods of achieving an appropriate level and type of 

visitation in order that the resources of the park and its environs may be interpreted for, and 

used and enjoyed by, the public in a manner consistent with the purposes for which the park 

was established. Such plan may include appropriate informational and educational messages 

and materials. 
The approved general management plan would address visitor use and overnight visitor facilities even 
if the legislation did not exist. The visitor use and facilities plan is a natural part of a general 
management plan. 
The following information is taken from the National Park Service’s Director's Order 2: Park 
Planning. The Director has ordered that general management plans address visitor use, visitor 
services, and visitor facilities. 
The purpose of a general management plan is to ensure that each park has a clearly defined direction 
for resource preservation and visitor use. The management prescriptions will address the preservation 
of the park resources, types and general intensities of development associated with public enjoyment 
and use of the area, and visitor carrying capacities for all areas of the park. 


General management planning will be conducted as part of cooperative regional planning whenever 
possible. While being consistent with NPS Management Policies 200] and park goals, plans are to 
identify and consider potential effects outside, as well as inside, park boundaries, and they are to 
identify ways to enhance beneficial effects and mitigate adverse effects to the maximum extent 


possible. 
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An approved general management plan may be amended, rather than revised, if conditions and 
management prescriptions over most of the plan area remain essentially unchanged from those 
present when the plan was orginally approved. 

Planning for imminent resource management, visitor services, or construction projects may overlap 
with general management pianning, so long as decisions needed at the general management planning 
general management plan portion of this decision making will be funded through the general 
management plan program. 

Comment: None of the original national organizations involved in the tourism pilot project was 
invited to participate in the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan Ad Hoc Consultation Group. 

Response: The national organizations the author refers to include the following: American Recreation 
Coalition, American Council of Snowmobile Associations, American Sportfishing Association, 
Coleman Company, Cross-Country Ski Area Association, and the National Park 

Association. Although these organizations may be experienced in the fields of outdoor recreation and 
visitor services, as the law states, they are not as familiar with Voyageurs National Park as local, 
represent the same interests as the above organizations. Local snowmobile club members are in the 
group; the Rainy Lake Sportfishing Club is represented in the group; cross-country skiers are in the 
group, and the North Star Ski Touring Club (Minnesota) has been invited; and Voyageurs National 
Park concessioners are in the group. These national organizations are on the park’s mailing list. They 
have received every document distributed by the park, including the Draft GMP/EIS. They have had 
the same opportunities to participate as everyone else on the mailing list. 


Comment: The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan did not provide an opportunity for decision making or 
even consensus building. 

Response: The statute states that the plan will be developed in cooperation, which means to work or 
act together to a common goal. In this case the common end was the completion of the plan, which 
members of the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan Ad Hoc Consultation Group cooperatively worked to 
help define. Neither the statute nor the definition of cooperation says that the plan must be developed 
through decision-making or consensus-building processes. Because the Visitor Use and Facilities 
Plan is part of the Final GMP/EIS, the public was also extensively involved through scoping and 
review of the draft document. 


Comment: The plan does not acknowledge that the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan was intended to be 
a national pilot project to recognize underutilized national parks. 
Response: A section of page II-3 of the Visitor Use and Facilities Plan expiains the history of the 
pilot project, including who was involved and what was produced as a result of the pilot project. A 
pilot project by nature is done once as an example, it is not ongoing. The pilot project was completed 
in 1982. The Visitor Use and Facilities Plan is a current document. 


WILDERNESS 
ISSUE 1: WILDERNESS ISSUES 


A. 


Comment: The Kabetogama Peninsula should be regulated as a wilderness park. 


Response: Decisions on which lands to propose for wilderness designation were made as a result of 
the park’s planning process for the Final Environmental Impact Statement for a Wilderness 











B. Comment: The plan should thoroughly explain why the wilderness process has not been completed 
and what it will take to complete it. 
Response: The park has completed the requirement to examine alternatives and recommend one for 
. The recommended alternative now awaits approval and adoption by the Secretary of 
the Interior, the President, and Congress. Until this is done, the park manages all proposed wilderness 
as if it were actually designated as such so as not to impair suitability for eventual designation. 


C. Comment: The plan misuses the term “potential” wilderness. The proper term is “recommended” 
wilderness. 
Response: There are two types of wilderness identified in the Final Environmental Impact Statement 
for a Wilderness Recommendation. Approximately 12,436 acres would be “recommended” for 
wilderness. Approximately 2,442 acres would be recommended as “poic=tial” wilderness additions. 
Potential wilderness additions automatically become wilderness when the conflicting uses have been 
removed and a notice has been published to that effect in the Federal Register. 


D. Comment: The existing wilderness recommendation should be forwarded to Congress, or a new 
wilderness study should be considered. 
Response: The park’s selected alternative for wilderness designation has been forwarded to the 


Secretary of the Interior, where it remains until a decision is made whether or when to send it to 
Congress along with the President's recommendation. 


E. Comment: An independent expert evaluation and recommendation is needed on National Park 
Service management of the park’s recommended wilderness areas. 
Response: The planning process conducted to determine which areas should be recommended as 
wilderness was open to and scrutinized by the public and baseu on factual information available at the 
time. The park believes the conclusions in the Wilderness Recommendation document remain valid 
and would not benefit from further scrutiny. 
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RE Draft General Management Pian/Environmental Impact Statement and Visstor Use and 
Facilities Plan for Voyageurs National Park, Koochiching and S: Louis Counties, 
Minnesota, EIS Ne. 000196 


Dear Ms. Przybyiaki 


In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean 
Aur Act, Unsed States Eavironmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) Region 5, has reviewed the 
Draft General Management Pian (GMP)/Draft Environmental impect Statement (DEIS) and 
Visstor Use and Facilities Plan for Voyageurs National Park. The National Park Service (NPS) is 
proposing the plan to identify an overall direction for perk management over the next 20 years. 


The Draft GMP/DEIS describes four alternatives for the management of Voyageurs National 
Park. It also inchides a Visstor Use and Facilities Pian which looks at toursm and surrounding 
visitor uses and facilities. Alternative | would continue current management practices at the park 
and it constitutes the No Action alternative. The remameng three alternatives are alternatives 
that focus on aetural and cultural resource preservation (Alternative 2), visitor experience 
(Alternative 3) and a balanced approach for resource protection efforts and visstor use (the 
Preferred Akernative). The alternatrves include various combinations of actions imchuding the 
following. lamstations on number of overmght sites (houseboets, tent sites), addition or 
enhancement of visitor faces, addinon of interpretative destinations, imutations on floatplane 
use, lamstations on use in imenor lakes, addition of nonmotonized summer and winter trail 
between the Kabetogams Lake and Ash River communsties, anplementation of permut/fee 
system, and utikzation of resource protection strateges. 


The U.S EPA recogsuzes the challenges of managing this park with its complex system of 
waterways, wildlife resources and recreational opportunsies. We note that the mussion of 
Voyageurs National Park is to preserve the landscapes and scenic waterways thet shaped the 
route of the North American fur traders and defined the border between the U.S. and Canada and 
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education, and appreciation of the northwoods lake country setting. 


We also note how the mission, purpose and significance statements, as well at the large body of 
laws govermag the National Park Service has helped to shape the new genera] management pian 
for Voyageurs. It appears that the Draft GMP/DEIS has attempted to provide an appropnate 
balance between the various goals of the park. However, the U.S EPA has some concerns with 
the completeness of the DEIS and potential environmental mpacts. U.S. EPA’s concerns are 
centered on the Consistency of NPS actions with proposed wilderness designation, Scope of 
decisions to be made, Characterization of casting conditions (baseline), Alternatives analysis, 
and Characterization of impacts associated with alternatives. Our detailed comments are 
included in the enclosure titled “Detatied Comments on the Draft General Management 
Pian/Envircamental impact Statement and Visstor Use and Facilities Plan for Voyageurs 
National Park, Koochiching and St. Louis Counties, Minnesota, October 23, 2000.” 


research and management. NPS would also complete an inventory of natural resources and 
develop & comprehensive inventory, monstonng end research program. We fully support these 
the NPS is relying on to develop the Draft GMP/DEIS is very lamuted and may be adversely 
impectng the ability of NPS to manage the perk We recommend that the NPS begin the process 
of acquinng park use and netural resource data and that this data be used to gusde management of 
the park to a sustamable pattern of use that will not adversely affect the park's ecological health. 


Based on our review of the analysis and information provided in the DEIS, our agency has rated 
the document an “EC-2”. This rating means that the EPA has environmental concerns because 
we identified environmental impacts that should be svosded in order to fully protect the 
environment and more informatioa should be included in the Environmental Impact Statement to 
characterize environmental impacts. This rating will be published in the Federal Register. If you 
have any questions or comments, please contact Sherry Kamke at 312 353-5794 or by E-mail at 
kamke sherry@epe gov 
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Minnesota Department of Natural Resources 


SM) Lafaycte Rawd 
St Paul, Minmewna $51 95-40 __ 


Re: Draft Management Pian/Environmenta! impect Statement and Visitor Use and Facilities Pian 
for Voyageurs National Park 


Dear Ms. Prybyiski: 


The Minnesota Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) has reviewed the above-referenced 
to the indacated sectons of the Jocumcat. 


Page I-97; Alternative | ; Fisheries. The text states that “The major sport fisheries in Rainy Lake 
and Namakan besin have been consistently fished above target levels since before the perk was 
created”. Our dats does not support this statement, especially as it applies to the sport fisheries. 
Target harvest levels were established for shared boundary waters in the Minnesota-Ontano 
Boundary Waters Fisheries Atlas (a jomt effort between the Ontario MNR and the MDNR) in 1984, 
with revisions in 1992, and 1998. The targets were developed using the Morphoedaphic Index 
(ME) to provide an approxirnation of safe harvest level. The original target for walleye harvest in 
Minnesota's portion of Rainy Lake was set at 32,900 pounds, the ME] predicted potential yield. 
This target was reduced to 20,000 pounds in 1992 to promote the recovery of walleye stocks. 


On Rainy Lake, the average walleys harvest by sport anglers from 1977-1999 was 26,195 pounds, 
which was above the current target, but below the ME! potential yield. Although walleye harvest 
has mcreased on Rammy Lake and exceeded the ME] potential yield since 1996, recent analysis of 
walleye stock status indicators showed no signs of over-exploitabon. 


Angiing effort and walleye harvest hes declined since sbowt 1990 on Kabstogams and Namakan 
lakes, with a big drop im 1998 due to imposition of s harvest slot mit. Angier harvest has been 
below target levels on both lakes since 1998. Angling effort has been relatively stable on Sand 
Posnt Lake since 1990, and walleye harvest hes been near the target level since 1998. 


Page !-128, Sport and Commercial Fishing. last paragraph on page. The second sentence states “. 
.. which often means the number of fish caught is substantially higher than target levels. ~ While 
trwe on Rainy Lake tn recent years, in general terms, this is an overstatement. Sec the above 
comanent. 


DNR information: 651-296-6157 * 1-888-646-6367 * TTY: 651-296-3484 * 1-800-657-3929 


he 
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Page I-200, Fisheries, Analysis. Again, the reference to sport fish harvests is overstated. 
Furthermore, these statements seem to imply that cooperating with state fisheries managers is 1 bad 
policy that is having a negative impact on fisheries resources. 


Page I-201, Fisheries, Analysis, 3“ paragraph. The phrase “resuming the stocking of waileye fry” 
should read “resuming the stocking of walleye fry and fingeriings”. 


Page |-201, Fisheries, Analysis, 3“ paragraph. This peragraph paints a bleak picture of the 
condition of the fishery in the border lakes, especially for walleye. However, all of our recent 
monitoring and analysis suggests thet the walleye populations in the four large lakes are healthy, 
and not in immediate danger. Although Rainy Lake has shown an increasing trend in angling 
pressure and walleye harvest in recent years, the other three large lakes have shown steady or 
decreasing trends, with harvests at or below target levels. We should be abie to prevent the 
(size restnictions or bag limit changes) to control the harvest. 


Page 1-203, Conclusion. The first sentence stating that the fishery in the border lakes has “been 
consistently fished above target levels...” is another overstatement regarding sport fish harvests 
and target levels, which seems to be a consistent theme throughout this document. 


Page |-236, Fisheries, Analysis, first paragraph. The text indicates that the MDNR and the 
Ontano MNR have focused management “primarily on sportfishing,” and says that the agencies 
should cooperate to restore natural fisheries. The MDNR's current management focus of park lakes 
is consistent with the primary mission of MDNR Fisheries, to “protect, maintain, and/or e~ hance 
the fishery resource and the aquatic community for long-term recreational, ecological, and 
economic benefits”. The MDNR has cooperated to restore natural and native fisheries (e.g. , the 
Beast Lake project, and the effort to restore Rainy-Namakan lake level management to more natural 
conditions). 


Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. If you have any questons regarding these 
comments, please call Ken Wald of my staff at (651) 296-4790. 


Sincerely, 


Thomes W. Balcom, Supervisor 
Environmental Planning and Review Section 
Office of Management and Budget Services 
c: Con Chnstianson 

Jo&n Guenther 

Kevin Peterson 

Russ Peterson, US F& WS 


VNP Plas EIS. wpd 
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November 1, 2000 


Ms Barbara Wes 

Voyageurs Natonal Park 

3131 Hagnway 53 

imemabonal F alts MN 56649-8904 

RE General Pian - Voyageurs Nabonal Park 
Visaor Use & Factites Plan 
St Lous and Koochictung Countes 
SHPO Number 99-3464 

Dear Ms West 


Thank you for the opportunity io comment on the June 2000 Draft of the General 
Management Pian for Voyageurs National Park. 


We commented on previous versions of tus pian on 10 September 1999 and 9 March 
2000. Some of those comments are retersied below 


1 The Purpose and Significance Statements page |-1v) sould more 
expbcitly refiect the cultural resource themes for the park. found im Appendu C 
Thus would actweve better planning mtegration for the natura! and cultural 
resources and themes of the park 


2 The Problems, issues, and Concerns section should mtroduce the issue of 
tne use of historic properues as a premary concern related to thew preservation 
(page !-16). A range of acceptable and feasible uses for historic buridings and 
structures needs to be explored, and vanous policy and management 
considerations need to be taken into account This issue rmught be more fully 
developed withun the Histonc Structure Management Pian, bul « should be 
introduced here. 


3. The Existing Conditions section (page |-37) mentions four properties that 
nave been developed as visitor destinations, but does not acknowledge the 
number of historic properties that are currently vacant and without identified 
future uses | also does nol discuss the existing field conditions related to 
archaeological properties or Cultural landscapes 


4. The Summary of Regulations and Policies ‘eference (page !-185) to 
Section 110 of tne National Histonc Preservauon Act ss imcomplete, masmuch a 
Onty mentons entification, evaiuetion, and nomination of properties to the 
National Register {1 omits the all-important protection of properties. 


t Re tees, Meat tec eet Bat seene Pete Manet eerny oer ree, PPT eters cr me te 
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5 The impacts of the Proposed Action section (pages |-241 - |-244) ndicaies 
that the proposed _ nate inciudes rehabiuitabon of 16-20 sentfied Mstonc 
Structures. and that removal of the remamder of the Mstonc properhes would 
resull 7 munor unpects parkende ¢ appropriate mwugation s carned out This 
seems inconsistent with the definitions on page |-179 Removal of a signiicant 
number of hustonc properbes would resull m a Major impact perkwde. even with 
appropnate mugaton. With regard to wmpacts on landscapes. we do nol 
understand the statement thai there ss no potential for mayor enpacts to 
landscapes due to mandatory compliance with federal legsiaton 


6 The Visitor Use and Facilities Pian could contain a stronger Grscussion as 
to Now the development of visitor facies in Mesionc properbes advances the 
goats of the park and helps to fulfill Secuon 110 NHPA responsibanues 


We look forward to continuing to work with the park in the completion of vanous 
planning initiguves and in the wmplementaton of treatment activibes for the park s many 
important hrstonc resources Contact us af 651-296-5462 with questions or concerns 
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Duteth, MN SEBED-3482 USA . 
Pease 218/73 
Fen 216/723-0088 . 


Please accept the sttached docament as the official comments of the Minnesota Office of 
Tounsm, s Divison of the Department of Trade and Economic Development. 


As indicated m the conumenta, the proposed action tnes to capture many of the best pasts of 
the thres alternetrves and meids them mito a generally workable plan However, there are some 
very serious issues withen the ples thet need to bs addressed 


LN@WALVLS LOVdW] TVLNIWNOWIANY L4V¥Q 3HL NO SLNIWWO,) 'f ALdVH 


It also needs to be remembered that thus document came out iste, and came out during the 
bumest ume of year for tounsm busmness operators around the Park Even the extenmon to 
September 22, 2000 for comments has placed s mgnificent burden on these business operators 
who do not heve paid staff to wede through en extremely complex end difficult to follow 
déccument, make thew recommendstions, and put them in writing 


am Guess Orenrrinery Fa cwre 
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Kathieen Przybytek: 

Voyageurs National Park 

Generel Managemes Pier: 

3131 Highway 53 
International Fella, MN 56649-8904 


Qz?t:' 


Draft comments on the June 2000 Draft GMP/EIS/VUFP for Voyageurs National Park 


At the regular meeting of the City Council of International Falls heid || SEP 2000 . | was 
euthorized to provide the City's comments on the Draf GMP/EIS/VUFP for Voyageurs National 
Pack These comments are o drafi as 4 is the City's request the comment period will be extended 
for an additional 60 days from 22 SEP 2000. 


|. Addaional ume for comment should be allowed. To thus end the City has requested ar. 
eddaional 60 days to comment on the onginal draft. | heve attached a copy of a letter from 
Mayor Jack Murray to Secretary Bebba. Ai the very maneraam, afier proper data = gathered, 
there should be a second “draft” of the GMP portion of the plan whech takes the comments mio 
conmderation. This would allow tume for those concerned to review the changes and conunent. 
Thes plan s extremely compbcated. very controversal and was done on an expedited schedule 
The park service has never done a Visitor Use and Fecilitirs plan before, and doesn’! seem to 
understand the wording of the legislation which requires the VUFP_ 


2. The econcamc enpact of the plan has not been addressed. As thes park was orginally promoted 
as an additonal economax development tool for Northere Minnesota, the Cry bebeves « 3 
necessary to access the econommc mmpact of any long term pian for the park. Ai the Visitor Use 
and Fecalities Plan Ad Hoc Consultation Group meeting heid m Orr on 15 JUL 1999, Tom Wade 
of the National Park Service Office on Visitor Statistics stated “Certamly one of the difficulties of 
Voyageurs National Part @, there is an amazing lack of data” The leck of deta makes preparing 
0 plan for the future hard. 


3. The Viskor Use and Fecilities Plan meets neither the imtent nor the letter of the enabling 
legislation. The legislation (Public Law 97-405), states “(b) The Secretary shall, im cooperation 





with other Federal, State and local goverumental entities and private emtities experienced @ the 
fields of outdoor recreation . develop and enpiememt. ~ Webster's defimes cooperation as “jum 
effort or operation” Supermtendent Berbera Wes stated “thus group (Ad Hoc Consultation 
Group) was not an advisory group, was not gomg to vote and decade things” (transcript of | 5 
JUL 1999). West's statement and the actions taken by the National Park Service do not meet the 
iefinition of * — 


The Ad Hoc Consukation Group was not constauted m accordance with the legusistion No 
national of regsonal “recreation” represemtatrves were mchuded. but several national and regional 
“envwormental” groups were represented. 


The legusintion also states “The pian shall set forth methods of acharving an appropnate ieve! and 
type of vismation,..” The draft pian does not address what s an “appropriate level” of vistation 
and henceforth does act “set forth methods of achseving™. 


The Vator Use and Facilites portioe of the pian needs to be thrown out, the process restarted 
and done m accordance wah the isw. A property compicted VUFP can be an mvahuabie resource 
for the General Managemera Pian. 


4. The dete and science used for reference are lacking and aot reliable. Dr. Pamele Parkinson 
stated that “The best management practice. would be to postpone the mnplementation of every 
proposed ection. Only when there = adequate and appropnate baseline dats can real, 
effect-driven decimons be made for the park...” (GMP/EIS/VUFP Review and Evaluation, August 
2000) One of the mam references for the plan ss report titled Voyageurs National Park Visgor 
Study - Summer 1997. Thus study took approximately 10 days and has been rebed on extensively 
by the NPS to dictate the GMP/VUFP. One of the findings of the study was that 22% of the park 
vistors used canoes or kayaks, but only 3% used housebosts A water visi to the perk af any 
tune would show that these figures are not representative of the actual usage. Thes |0 dey survey 
did not address amy other seasonal usage. Tom Wade of the NPS stated that “When we do a 
survey & normally runs for a 12 month period.” (transcrigt of 15 JUL 1999). 


Lf thas plan = property researched, documented wah accurate data and completed. « wil) stand the 
test of time. If not, anplementation should be delayed until a can be. The City mtends to continue 
reviewing the plan end will be addressmg additions) concerns. 


For the City of International Fells, | am 
Reapectfully Y 


John M. 
Councilor, East 
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Sepramber 8. 2000 


Hoaorabte Bruce Bedtat 
Departmen of the intenor 
1849 C Swrent, NW 
Weshengsoa, DC 20240 


Deer Secorstary Bebou. 


A! ow reguias mesting held on August 25. 2000. the internanonai F alls City Council 
unemmosuaty passed s resohsvos supporung achos takes by the Kooctactung County Bowd of 
Commenoners af « epecial meeting heid os August 22,2000 The support was for resaubos 
2000/08-4 | wach strongly urges the Umstead Scates Departmen of Latenor to extend the pubbc 
Comment panod for the Voyageurs Nenonel Part Genera) Management Plan, Esvwwonmental 
em 


Before pasmng the reschmoe of support, we dascussed the potemna) eccacemc umpect to the ares 
df the plan wes adopted, the lack of detaded and thorough suppor for the comchumons the pies 
mapports and the concers thet the Vusstor Use and Facsmes Plan dows we —- | + rer ot 
forth m the enabling legesiapon As ties s 0 long and comphcated plan winch wil effect pet 
managemem for the next | to 25 years and longer. the Ciry of lmermanonai requests an 
addmonal 60 days of comment to allow al) those affected more tume to reve and present then 


Very Truly Yours 


Jeck E Murray 
Mayor, City of laserusnonal F alls 
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Seprempber | 9. 2000 


Secretary Bruce Babu: 

US Deperument of the Intenor 
1849 C Sweet NW 
Wastungion, DC 20240 


Dyrector Rober Stanton 

Nanonal Park Service 

U S$ Department of intenor 

1849 C Suet NW 

Wanhangion, DC 20240 t: 


Dear Secretary Babtut and Derector Staton 


The Koochsctung County Board of Commusmoners recent!y reviewed the Navona) 
Part 's proposed management pian for Voyageurs Nanonal Part Subsequent to 
that rewew the County Board heid s public hearing to assess local feeiings on the 
pian Ove | 75 peopie attended that hearing and mos! peopie who spoke raised 
quesbons concermng specifics of the pian or of the Part Service s processes and 
procedures: 


ot 


1 1s lakety thet tus nabonal pert would never have been established without the 
efforts of the loca! populabon, who wanted to protect thet ares from excess 
development |: the years ance its establshmen. the nds ference and arrogance 
of the Nawonal Part Service has turned loca) support into hate and distrust of the 
Park Service The County Board members who are ai) hfeiong remdents of Uhus 
ares beteve that s fasbure by You to extend the pubhc input deadhne and lack of 
imterceamon by high leve! Park Service personnel in thes chapute ei pose s direct 
threat to the future of Voyageurs Nabonai Park If there s some circumstance that 
prevents you from extending thet comment dead)ine we ash that vou 
communicate 1 to us before that deadhne 


We. the 5 elected representa ves of the peapte of Koochaching County. are not 
wnting thus letter as 8 threat or effor: tc mumudate We are writing ov! of s deap 
concern for the peuple of the area and the future of the Park We are making 6 


ples to you to ummecbately intercede in thus process. for if you don | the resulting 


Ad@ememmemce Office Proms 218-283-1152 Pan 216-283-115! Baum Torees Johen@Seem MN US 
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damage to both the Park and the people will be looked back on as a tragedy that 
could have been avoided. The upcoming conflicts can likely be avoided with the 
right kinds of dialogue and a willingness to look outside the “box” for solutions. 
Such dialogue wil: require a genuine commitment by the County Board and high 
levei officials such as yourself who are in policy making positions. We the 
County Board are willing to make that commitment, are you? 


Some of the specific concerns we and the general public have regarding the 
proposed Plan include 


1. The County Board, based on the information it has obtained, finds the 
National Park’s plan to be ill-defined in most areas. 

2. The document lacks sound scientific data, which is a prerequisite for 
any planning document. 

3. The recommendations in the document are attained through a process 
of negotiations between organized interest groups, none of whom 
represent the general public. 

4. Failure to treat cach of the lake basins within the park as the unique 
entity that it is, constitutes a shortcut taken by planners that calls into 
question all of the conclusions. 

5. The plan, to a large extent, ignores the historical mission given in the 
enabling legisia:ion, which was to commit resourccs to telling the 
story of the Voyageurs and the native Americans that were here to 
meet them. 

6. The turnout of over 175 people at the County Board hearing in spite of 
short notice and lack of planning ume, clearty proves that there are 
still a lot of people in the area with questions and concerns. An 
informal survey conducted by the Chair at that hearing, leads the Chair 
wo believe that the majority had not attended previous meetings 
organized by the Park Service. 


and the citizens of this area. The Board in seeking that peace cannot ignore the 
trail of broken promises left by the Park Service. The Board members believe 
that its mission is to reflect the will of the majority while protecting the rights of 
the minority. We ask the Park Service to engage in meaningful dialog with the 
Board and Public in general before moving ahead. If not, the Board will have no 
chosce but to side with the people who elected them and we fear that the future 
course of action will be one of active resistance. 





Aad | 


In an effort to begin a healing process the Koochiching County Board would 
propose the following initial steps: 
1. That the Park Service grant an extension of the comment period until the 
next two steps in the proposal can be 1 
2. The Koochiching County Board will make itself available at short notice 
to travel anywhere in the United States to meet with you or a delegation 


empowered by you to speak for your Department and the National Park 
Service. The first meeting would focus on identifying general areas of 


area and meet with the general public and listen to their comments and 
concems, and hopefully respond for the record where possible. The 
County Board would take responsibility for organizing and conducting 
these meetings to promote full access by the public but in a mutually 
respectful manner. 


Following the above meetings the parties involved could assess if further 
meetings or actions were likely to produce mutually desirable results. In 
the event either party to the conflict did not believe progress was possible, 
the public comment could be ended with the knowledge thai every avenuc 
to peace had been explored. 
The Koochiching County Board and its residents have a history of cooperation 
and would very much like to work with the federal offi ials to bring this conflict 
to an end. We look forward to hearing from you im the very near future. 
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Ce: U.S. Representative James Oberstar 


U.S. Senator Rob Grams 

U.S. Senator Paul Wellstone 
State Representative Irv Anderson 
State Senator Robert Lessard 
St. Louis County Board 

State Representative Tom Bakk 
State Senator Doug Johnson 
Governor Jesse Ventura 
City of Orr 

City of intl Falls 
City of Ranier 
Supenntendent Barb West 








AAR 





Secretary Bruce Babbitt - 
U.S. Department of the Interior ; 
1849 Street NW 
Washungion, DC 20240 


Director Robert Stanton 
National Park Service 2 
U. S. Department of Interior = 
1849 C Sect NW 

Washungton, DC 20240 


I am writing on behalf of the Koochiching County Board of Commissioners 
to again request that you meet with us. On October 3, 2000, we wrote you 
requesting among ether actons, a meeting between this Board and yourse!{ 
and stated that in the event you were not personally available, the County 
Board would be willing to meet with somebody representing you that has 
full authority to speak for you and make binding commitments on your 
behalf. 


In a letter to me, dated October 5, 2000, Regional Director William Schenk 
responded on your behalf, which indicates to us thal you do not deem 
communication fom this Board worthy of a direct response from you. We, 
along with the State of Minnesota and St. Louis County, are the Units of 
Government exercising concurrent authority within areas of the Park and 
Koochiching County hes histoncally provided emergency and law 


enforcement services throughout the Rainy Lake Basin even though much ~ 


of that area is within Si Louis County. 


The casual dismussal by Mr. Schenk of the 100+ pages of testimony by 
citizens further displays a callous attitude on the pert of Park officials 
towards peoples’ apinions. Mr. Schenk’s state:nent that many of the 
comments are not precisely directed to the plan may be correct, but as 
Regsonal Director, reading of those comments should clearly teil him that 
the Park Service has very serious management problems in this area. As a 


Admunistration Office: Phame: 218-283-1152 Fax: 218-283-1151 Email: Terese Jokse@Seee.MN US 
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Unut of Government, we regularly remusd ourselves and our employees that 
we work for the people and that peoples’ views, whatever they might be, 
should be treated with respect. We deepty regret that the Park Service does 


Mr. Schenk seems to condemn the Boasd for not making comments dunng 
this process. This Board decided long ago that it did not have the scientific 
or technucal expertise to make specific recommendations on studies being 
conducted by your staff. The Board did express to Park staff at the 
meetings Mr. Schenk refers to in hus letter, the need to establish a working 
utilized by Park Management. The Boasd had also agreed that official 
Board presence at the planning sesmons might be misinterpreted as an 
endorsement of the Park's processes. Ths Board decided long ago that our 
role could besi be fulfilled by partnering with the Park in achieving what we 
believe are common goals. To date all of our attempts at partnenng have 
been rebuffed by Park personnel. This Board does not now, nor has it in the 
past, been of the opinion that Voyagers Nationa! Park should be eliminated 
or done away with. We as a Board do ast engage in “Park Bashing” for 
publicity or politics as some of your employees have implied. We as a Unit 
of Goverment realize that ongoing research and planning must go on and ai 
times, regulations must be put in place. We, however, are constantly amazed 
by the Park Service's unique ability to shoot itself in the foot every step of 
the way in trying to achieve many worth while goals. 


Over the years we have had numerous meetings with Superintendent Wesi 
and her predessors. In most of these meetings, the Superintendent has 
rephed to our suggestions to lessen the conflicts in this area as being outside 
her authority and therefore she was not open to discussion. We accept 
Supenntendent West's statements at face value and fee! any further 
meetings with her will be just as fresiess as previous ones and therefore 
appeal directly to you for intervention = this matter. 


Sorne people are asking why the Koochiching County Boerd is getting 80 
involved at this point in time. These pesple are arguing, perhaps rightly so, 
changes in the way the Park is being managed. The reason for our 
involvement is that we believe that the bevel of distrust and hate are to the 
port that if we fail to act quickly to aveid approaching confrostations, then 








the time will past when we can not use our Office to bring peace to the area. 
In our last meeting with Superintendent West, she repeatedly appealed to us 
to exercise leadership and convince the people that they should accept the 
existing state of affairs. What the Superiniendent fails to realize is that 
leaders can only lead where the people are willing to follow. Also 
conscientious elected officials must follow the path that they believe is 
right. In this case, the members of the Board agree with much of the public 
that the administration of the Park Service has a long history of deceit and 
arrogance, which makes trust difficult. As the Chairman of the Board, | 
plead with you to meet and work with us and the people of this area to begin 
a restructuring process that will prevent the kind of mistakes that have 
happened in the past. Uniess we make this effort now, | fear that future 
communication with us will be more about preventing and dealing with 
people are thinking we are wrong to even use these words as we may 
encourage this type of behavior. However, the Board must deal with reality 
as they see it and inform you of the gravity of the situation we are both 
facing. 


In chosing, to request the County Board or the public to provide specific 
comment on the present proposal is pointless as the issue goes beyond the 
plan to the overall fusure of the Park and trusi in the National Park Serivce. 


C- wk 
Koochiching County 


Ad} 
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Ce: U.S. Representative James Oberstar 
U.S. Senater Rob Grams 
U.S. Senater Paul Wellstone 
State Representative Irv Anderson 
Stase Senator Robert Lessard 
St. Lous County Board 
State Representative Tom Bakk 
State Senator Doug Johnson 
Governor Sesse V entura 
pe October 17, 2000 
City of Ramer 
Supennteadent Barb Wesi 
Regional Darector William Schenk 


Saint Louis County 








Voyageurs National Park 

General Management Pian 

3131 Highway $3 
International Falla, MIN 56649-8904 


RE: Drefi of the Voyageurs National Park's General Management Plea (GMP) 
Dear National Park Service Official: 


| am writing on behalf of the Si. Lous County Board of Commusnoners regarding the Voyageurs 
National Park's (Park) draft of the General Management Plan (GMP). Over ninety percent of the 
Voyageurs National Park is m S: Lows County and we view the Park as an incredible 
ermroamental and potential econcemc asset to the County The plan needs to connder the 
econcemc mmpect # has on the surrounding community We are greatly concerned about the 
ahernatives and proposed actions comtumed in the GMP. Specific proposed actions the Board is 
concerned about are. 
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Whee the Park wes created a 1971. s vision wes portrayed to the citizens of Mannesota and Si 
Louis County. The legishative history indicates the original congregational intent wes 8 vision of 8 
Park wiuch allowed unrestricted recreational opporumsies to summally | 2 aulkon visitors 
assunlty These vistors would be comung to the ares to boat, fish, hike, camp, snowmobde, and 


“The muamon of Si Lows Casey © & prods & @s peoples Dsse sermces mandated 
ard =o empectsd by @ c&rers 90 as & prowis 8 goods quailty of ite” 
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Voyageurs Nehonal Park 
October 17, 2000 
Page - 


generally enjoy the scenery and eavircament The vision of the Park was also promoted as an 
econcemc boost to northern Minnesota as these visitors traveled through communities such 2s 


St. Lows County feels the draft GP ignores the original legusiatrve and congregations! mtemt of 
the Park and we oppose the already mentioned restrictions sresemted m the draft GMP. Certamly 
the Park must be managed for fusure generancas 1 empoy, however, we feel tins can be 
eccomplghed through solid perk management pubaes, not through a shaft of plulosopises wtach 
would tura the Park into an extension of the Boundary Waters Cance Area Wilderness. The 
GAAP should have a balanced approach between responsible uses. 


Restrictions proposed by the GP would make « econcescally unfeasible for tounem businesses 
1 srrounding Communities to survive. Please see the attached public comments from Crane 
Lake and Kabstogeme ares businesses le additica, the National Park Service, by building 
goverement subadized overngit lodging withun the Park, has already crested an untae 
COmpetitive situation to those rescrts just cutmde of the Park Further restrictions on uses, such 
as not allowing a two day snowmobding event, wil devestate the businesses winch rely on these 
events to survive. 


All of thas points out how severely Si. Louis County is mmpacted by the Voyageurs National Part. 
Tie Counzy lest significant tas base in perpetuity when the Part was crested aed local 
poveremests sad citinens sacrificed on behalf of the nattenal goed. Federal pryment a be 
cf taxes wes passed shortly after the creation of the Park as a means to somewhat 

counties like ours for this considerable lost tax base, but has fallen far short of mesting ts 
statutory obliganoa of providing sefcient funding for thus program. However, the Netoaal Park 
Service and the draft GMP does aot seem to recogmze thus relationsiup. The GMP does act heve 
a balanced approach of how the Park mnpacts the grestey community 


St. Louis County beheves & should be 2 partner with the National Park Service and Koocischung 
County im Giecussing the future of the Park. However, being allowed to respond to a draft GMP 
is not our ides of working cooperatively for the common good of the citizens of the County and 
the visitors to the Park. Now that the draft GAP is on the table, the St. Louis County Board 

bahoves that the National Park Service and the Boards of Koochiching and Si Louis counties 

should sn dows to discuss the mpect on ow coumnes and adjust the GMP to mest the needs of 
the governments nvoived If the National Part Service chooses to advunce the Plan, the county 





Voyageurs National Park 
October 17, 2000 
Page 2 


will aggressrvely pursue whatever means and opuons it has svailable to ensure thes Plan is 
amended to be reflective of the original umended uses and testumony of local remdents and elecied 
representatives of the regsoa. 
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Aah Rewer Toul + Orr, Minmasoms S577) + (218) 374-3181 
COGS CH PROPOSED G.M.P. 
9/18/00 
Aah, River Commercial Club 


$1 > tebe Sones - @ are in fever of the plan position thet > wile oores will mt 


62 Entry Pees - % are copcesd to entry fees, Please cance) the proposes’ etuly 
ard allocste funds for other purposes. 


63 We oppose any new concession contracts for any business in the cark. 


$4 Plostplanes ~ We wuld like to see copmercial flostplare uses in and cut of VP 
for service to quests ani residents of the ares. 
the 


elimination of the epscial use 


r 
i 
HF 


5 
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arens 
#7? Camping Permit Reservation - « limited maber qresd cut ome & 


“8 Grate €e Suantes Seine = Supa Gage Sp eo eee ne am tenuld like 
@9 Pollutants from Motorised Craft - Electric sotors currently in use and new BPA 


#10 We eupport increase in the mater of Gey use sites and the Beck Country Trail 
Plan with particular exphesis on the Shoapack Trail. 


@11 Recommend no limit on party sise to primitive camping aress. 


€12 we would encourage the park to establish e multi-egency visitor center et 
Crene Lake and we also encourage adfitional informations] ani educetiona) 








Bes-> Bae 
9634 (seme Roe 
Ray, MN 56669 


Sepeamber |. 2000 


@ Ne Wake Zonss - | support the pian positive that 
We ave adesmanth opposed w any chang: @ NPS pontwe on thes matter 


2 Eatry Fags - Oppossd w entry foes. and feel the part should cance! the propnesd mud) w 
emplemeat 0 fee rymem amd ssw the funds for other vem 


( Qopmeed to peome rvipem for bowsmhosts, | om opposed w the benteune of prrvew amerprwe 
oxtmds of the pert | am appoesd w compesmoe ceatracns for any Wuemee @ tes wt. if the 
@umbe of bowssbost: = ‘ameed w 60 and the feo Curves operators ce ths anmmier wean fl the 
quota, sobody cies would ever bs bis © cuter thes bumes. « the part The s at he 
competion @ the murum bummem, &s protectoenmm |i) abmed lke grvmg ap excherne sistem 
comtract t reo bamnensss i the pert The proposed aumber for prrvate howssboets & |0 ond os 
to low, acoordang to comments af the public mput ssemoen the member aseds wo be nghs 


4 Pineeptemess - i would the w me commmercen fcetpinns um & and owt of K.etmtogum 
resmabhahed for o service ow guests and reendemts of the aren kt wes 6 Wadtuoeal usr of the 
pert end should be age 


C Seeczal | se Zone - Oppoesd w the clammatie of the apecea) use nee on Kabstogems | 
woud lke to besp the qpecen) ues sone fbr poendbie Sacure events much os Rede rem. com 
country ah) races, Dog sted raom, Kayah and canoe races, fisheng derby a, boat pavede: and other 
event, We neve severe) commmmnty memnbers that ave on the commitatine group and bsve wd 
thet chevy mare cogspistnty emewers dus the climenatine of the speceni une snes bad cus bese 
deocenzed @ the emetumge Purtharmere | wee ole smears of tes abestaos and thareinre cond 
Oo coMmeG! os the © prevIoNs COMME parode 


06 New benches fr Now Meterieed unary - | am opposed ts cupasate evens solsty for the use of 
noe monoried tamemcion, ew fool test the coud agegee exeren anf ace eotrend ew 
growps that are both alicwed to us the part on 0 equal basin | would like to ose the part upgrede 
extmg evens and provide bane: magaags of the “ntor commer end provide bette mf>rmstne w 
users to help eivuie probtems | recmmend amnl arce aloagede Go boo rape with ions 
ope could be comstrucesd for the canses and keyuks of the custng sites withoul enedag 6 
wok ae oe 







©) Comping / Permit Reservation Sytem - | would lise to sno only « ienbed percentage of 
compemes to be reservetios emty Ow anggestine w thet there be apprentmatety | 0 ceservatwe 
ots: oo Kabsaegeen, Uprent out ewanty cloag ths take Aad fo reorvetion eyriee 
uuplemem=ed we recommend tha of ste f anocoupend be evuilnits to dey wes ual ) Pi 
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Thave is ao reason to block day use of camp sites that could be possiity bs open for days or even 
weeks af a tims especially in ths spring and fill wine usage is low. 


#8 Basta on inenor Lakes (DOU) - | support umge foes on interior Inke boats to help meatam 
the quality of the program by keeping equipment m good conditica | feel fees would also help 
improve th: probisss of people reserving boats and act using them, lesving others whom would 
like to, unabis to. | would also like the aumber of boots m lnkes increased. | don't thank the use 
of an cate Inke shall be limited to ons cane and two people like the current stuatice on Ek 
Lake and Shoepack etc. Boats should also be oveiinbie on other inkes like Jorgenson etc 


€2_Waeer quality sod bydeplogy - Page I-14 hists the problems, esues and coacerns with respect 
to pollutants from motorined craft. | would like to pont out that this sections does mclude any 
information os to the asw 2006 EPA standards for outboard motors that reduces pollution fom 
outboard motora. These motors currently are on the market and many are already used 
throughout the park. Also electric motors have been used for years anri are 100% polbution free 
and should be also msationed. Dus to ths new 2006 standards, outboard motor pollutica could 
actenlly be reduced in the fisnare, and this fact should be mentioned im the final report. 


£10 Day Use Siege - | support increasing the aumber of day use sites and would like this pian to 
be mplemented rigtt sway. 


#1) Back Cosstry Trad Pies - | support constructioa of the summer hiking wails aad would like 
to see the shoepack trail coustructed first amor we have bese requesting this trad for years. 


#1) Primtive Area Comping - | am opposed to the fow people per party maximum for primitive 
ares camping. We recommend ao land on party uze. There are many farnitys thet would not 
even be able to camp together with a four person per party lami. 


#14 Vieteos Comsars - | would like to we the park pursus the mati-ageacy visitor comer at Crane 
Lake and contmue to umprove and upgrade the exhibas at the other vintor comers | would sicc 
like the park to add aad develop additinan! mformatican! and educetionn! matermis for visdors 
and the resort community as listed im section F.|.2.3. Examples are voyageur routes and history, 
native Americans history end current Lut of the area, mterpeative guades for bosters last wg the 
natural end cultural sites aloag the shores, and mterpretive sighs along trads Exc. These materials 
would be very heipés! = umproving the vis@or expernence at the pask. 


#15 Eeworth mock serdes — Page |-153 tists the rock garden as one of the parks visitor 
destination areas. Page |-145 mentions the rock garden as a cultural landscape and that « has 
besa approved in 1998 for a preservation treatment plan Simce the rock garden is the @| day use 
sie m the Kabstogems ares | would like to see the part enchade 0 schedule for restoration m the 
G.MLP. Also the site has been maintained by the resort comnmnaty for many years and we would 
also like to see commitment from the park service m the G.MP. w start basic mamtenance, 
like grees mownmeg and trumming, os soon es possible. 



































Sancerely, 

Pret frm lh 

Bas-o-Bae O 
Editor’s Note: 


Letters similar to the previous were also submitted by the following businesses: 

Birch Grove Resort, Deer Horn Resort, Eagle Wing Resort, Four Winds Resort, 
Grandview-Tall Timber Resort, Lakeview Resort, North Star Resort, Pine Aire Resort, 
Pine Ridge Gift Shop, Pine Tree Cove Resort, Tomahawk Resort, Watson's Harmony 
Beach 
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BLUEWATER 
NETWORK 3 


Protecting the Earth _ . ae 
for afl Living Creatures foe 7 & & 


August 23, 2000 | 


oyagewns 
Genera} Management Pian 
3131 Highway 53 
Jassmnatsonsl Della, MB S6600. 2006 


"To conserve the scenery and the natural and historic obec ts and the wildlihe the rein, 
aad to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such a manner and by such a means 


as wil tears thems eninpateed far the enjeguacas of fatucs gonsmntions” (Cxgami: Act 
6 USC sec J). 


RE; Comments on Voyageus National Park's Geacel Management Pian 


Dear Ms. Przbyksin: 


The concept of the Netionsl Park system is powerful and touches upon univenal themes, 
hopes aad beliefs such as wilderness, union, and More than 100 nations have coped 


the Unaed States’ model. Some say that the Nanonal s one of the greatest gifts Amenca 


has gwen to world culture; Bluewater Network agrees. 


Blueweter Network applauds the Nanona’ Park Service's (NPS) effort a Voyageurs Nauonal 
Park to create a uniform and up-t-dese general management plan. Because of the vast array 
of nataral and cultural resources the NPS must protect and the ee 
society's needs, we are highly encouraged by the NPS’ effort to create a guade that 

curvem wends and condiaions. The NPS’ pqmepaap ie Sedeee 
achieving the NPS mussion. We would lier to take ths opportunsy to offer the following 
suggestions to aid the NPS m preserving all the resources of Voyageurs National Park from 
wmpesment. 


300 BROADWAY, SUFTE 28 + SAN PRANCINCO; CA 96153 © Pet: 415.785.3666 » FAX: 415.708.7326 
(MAR bhorweser@esrthiatand org ¢ WEBSITE www bherwesernsreurt org 








L. Natural Resources 


e Park Wide Management 


Many aspects of the NPS" proposed acuon regarding natural resource management are 
encouraging to Bluewater Network. In parucular, we fully support NPS’ efforts to beter 

puanguibnampentpepetiangseamibieatpamehenthdianad 
ee a ee prommse to remove 
nonhustonc structures and rehabdaate these areas. Moreover, we support and encourage the 
NPS’ commatment to restore natural fire regimes to the park 


II. Caleural Resources 

e Paskwide Management 

Bluewater Network commends Voyageuss National Park on as ment to insumute a formal 
mononng program for cultural resources wahin the park Bluewater Network urges 


Secseeniliatiadliehapindiesadiemenamenttindationtinntatimentiinn dad 
moasonng program, and to ensure that a full resource evaluation 5 completed anaually or 
beannually. 


e Aschacological Resources 
Again, Bluewater Network urges Voyageurs Nanonal Park tw set an ; ate uumelune for 
Re Re resources. Once 
+, Bhaewater strongly recommends that Voyageurs Nauonal Park make the 
and preservanon of archeological reyources a top pnonty, as these resources lend 
an unmatchable ink to the cultural and bistoncal significance of the sae. 


e Colleccons 


Bluewater Network increased access to collecuons via media such as the Imsernet, 


encourages 
and exhubas. Bhuewst-r Network urges Voyageurs Nagional Park to complew 4 
eben ee we ete ms mappa oer wg 
, wpoe complenos of these iverones, we urge Voyegeucs Newonal Pack 





igus snd coal vcs of Nese Amsco sed eer endionaly ccd prope 
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III. Visitor Use and Facilities 


The Nasional Pack Service, easy fom is begining i 1916, hay sae wih how be 
balance the recreational wants and desures of park vismors agains: the agency's mandate to 


[protect and preserve park sesousces. In recent years, the ree in populary of motonzed thrill 


craft such as personal wasescraft, all-terrain vehucles (ATVs), and snowmobdles has brought 
the issue to a head. Coggyess as welll as the courts has made clear that the MPS’ primary 
mussi0a is to “leave park resources unimpaired for future generations.“ 

eA — 

On page 1-5 of the General Management Plan (GMP), the NPS writes that one of the 


_ purposes for deafung a GMP is to “provide a framework for park managers to use when 


making decisions about such issues as bow to best protect park resources, how to provide 
viskor expenence, how to manage vsgor use, and what lands of facilazes, f any, to develop in 
the park.* In ight of thas purpose as well as the NPS’ legal requirement to provide appropriate 


recreational acuvines, Bluewater Network suggests thst the GMP inchade a definsion of what 


5 an appropnate form of recreation for Voyageurs National Park. 


Opportunity 
understanding of the natura! and cultural resources coptained in the una. lo 
addison, appropnate recreation should foster whan the visitor a greater 
apprecianon for the park system's resources and values while 
further awareness of the need to preserve those resources and vahues. 


© New Activis 


From motonzed all-terrain dirt boards to solo water-sk machanes, « appears that a new form 
of ousdoor recreanoa is created almost every week (see enclosed information for Solo and 
Outbeck Mountain Board). Since many of these so-called sports are brand new, litle s known 
about the impacts they have on park resources. 





resources before they are permed in the park, Adding thes requirement 
ummediate benefxs: 1) will ensure that any new recreation actuvity will not damage park 
resources; and 2) a will prevent the entrenchment of inappropnate acuviues. 





We also encourage the NPS to-conduct a survey of all ecseational acuvaues currently aking 
place aq the Ax the completion of ths survey, the NPS should conduct an envonmental 
analysss of forms of recreation that are belseved two pose a potential threat to park 
resources and values. If the analyss determunes that the acurviry s Causing an unacceptable 
level of impact, maigsnon measures must be unplemented ummedistely. 


Saow:modiles 


Bluewater Necwork recognizes that the NPS at Voyageurs bebeves thet recreational 
ep + ey tip er i na at ol 
belseve that any GMP that does not substantively addeess the lasung damage that 
snowmobdles cause to park resources and wildlife is npe for judicial review. 


Bluewater Network understands that Voyageurs’ leguslenon addresses snowmobiling. 
In parucular, the statute says that the Secretary of the Latenor “may, when planaing for 

of the park, include appropnate provisions for winter sports, imchuding the use 
of snowmobiles.” (16 USC Sec. 160(h)) However, the measure does not require the NPS at 
Voyageurs to they operation. In fact, gven that snowmobdes have been shown to 
cause lasting ee ee yg a 
the machines are clearly inappropnate for Voyageurs Nauonal Park Furthermore, in 
| ape tg ay we ee yy ee 
11644 and 11989, as well as recent court cases such as SUWA w Dadowy 7 F Supp. 2d 1205 and 
Maadf u Babin: 96 8th 1856, the NPS clearty has the authonty as well as the legal obliganon 
ee | me A ap oe eR pe f tyne 
Voyageurs should ummediately begin a rulemalang process to ima snowmobile acuvity to the 
——— + + < et eee cee teenie 
accommodate the acuvary. 


Two-stoke Manne Outboards 


Bhaewater Network ss also concerned that the NPS’ proposed acuon fails to adequately 

protect park water bodies from hy polluting manne two-stroke engines. On pages I-14 and 
15 of te GMP, the NPS notes thet motorized craft such as motorboat “ema some poruon 
of burned fueled as a gas an od muxture, inchiding toxx byproducts and fuel addarves.” Ths 
stacement is incorrect. 


Fe cdltansidioamnancintedite tihadh treatin tacos 
engunes such as those found m most inboard motorboats do not dump any unburned gas and 
od mruxture in the water, nor do they emt the highly toxx PAHs. 
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Unfortunately, industry supported soluuons such as no- wake zones and boater educanon will 
act reduce the lasting caused by two-stroke engmes. As the NPS s well aware, the 
Organs: Act obligates the NPS to leave park resources “unimpaued for the enjoyment of 





IV. Interpretation, Visitor Services and Education 
e Interpretve Programs 
Overall, Bluewater Network supports the NPS’ emphass and commatment to provide high 


quabty imserpretative We are especully encouraged by the NPS’ wilkngness to 
mcrease mmerpretive and expand the number of programs. We belseve that the NPS’ 


pledge to expand the diversity of covered subjects also deserves prasse. 


e NPS Flees 
Use of Clawer and Gramer Tatrulcgy 


The NPS at V should adopt a polacy to replace as motor vehicle and motonzed 
ene eeteetamcice 


have seen dramanx advancements 
oe 
We see no reason why the NPS should not move to cleaner and greener fleets, setting an 
wuportamt example for the publac and encouraging manufacturers to offer even further 
woprovements. Moreover, this move helps the NPS to better acheeve ms mussson by helping to 
a 
sumukaneously mc reasing agency credébakry with 


¢ Ranger T raming 


eee eee aapwen Saas Sap leech iS aagmanas 
amg am See fen frmssi00 to the publac, 2) » manimum 


through better enforcement of the dress Code and codes of conduct. 





A 5) 


generations.” Park service personnel often mmcorrectly refer two the aouon that the NPS has the 
dua) mandate of providing access while park resources. This is clearly not the case. 
Obwiously, the Park Service must for appropnate recreaton acuvines. However, in 
those instances when vsgor access comprocmuses the integrity of park resources, Congress and 
the Courts have made clear that cogservanca of park resources prechudes visor access. 
Bluewater Network strongly encourages the NPS to emphasize m 43 ranger traming program 
that the NPS has a sumple legal mandate and that the concepuon of a dual mandate 5 
macorrect and should a0 longer to be conferred to the public. This musconcepuon creates 
confuszon in the public as to the purpose of the park system, and makes & more difficuk for 
the NPS co achieve as mussion as stated above. 


loro of ts ease 

Bluewater Network suggests that every en een cgubunieaiemedeitts 
aniaiendenentiliemaldite the basx resource msues of thew 

unt. Trasmung should imclude, but not be limmed to, knowledge of the park's 
resources by if ell anoay teh de Sede t chameinadineen had 
Raw vag 

The above components: 


ge rin ue enna Wh ote nage wg 
de patie H ccupmhesion tl de NOT cues knowledge of the resousces are 
combaned wah posaive ranger unage, the NPS s more 
expects park rangers to meet a hegh professional standard of dress and conduct. Ths standard 
may be higher than that of other governmental officuls. Rangers have the not 
\ the pubbe. Bhuewater Network chat 
i more stnagent enforcement of the NPS dress 
code and snd Sarkar diaifioation of the expected condun ond tahasior hie on dtp, Alea, 
seduce any poteanal for confusion among seasonal the NPS dress and 
conduct code, we encourage the NPS to more aruculese these requrements to 
potennal park employees. 
¢ Public/Private Partaesthips 
an and/or memoranda of are developed. Public- 
bdpdceamaninatnat to adveruse within the 
opausladdadbuattetiioens or comstrucuon, 


partnersheps unui afer 


to achieve as musion. The public 
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and no night wo control or mfhsence the comment - 


7 : the NPS 
ee masy be hued cway from ss mandate 1 


Vi. Conclusion 


The deake version of Voyagoun’ Genera Plan i signiicem s mo the 2 
dwecuoa. Bharwurer Necwork applauds the SS 
deaftang of ths documem. However, mose steauon should be green tw the following issues: 
1) Calbura] sescusce managemesr, Z) the defences of appropnase recseston, 3) sacwmobile 
and cwo-sucle manne engme par; 4) ranger tasng; 5) the mcorporstion of cleaner 
and geeener wchnology, and 6) partnersheps. . 
Ln comchmon, the commos theme renning through all our suggestces 5 thet 

decusons should always ensuse thet the sesousces and values of syeeem 
wn mupesed for furuse - jms, as - ny wr hye ye niet A 
a — Comerstome management decenoes, agency 


A < 


Pe 
| —ta 
Rumeell Long, PhD. Sean Senh, MS. Katy 
; Plc Lands Director Public Lands Assocuase 


Execute Dwector 








Ruthor: “Kety Rexford" <kety@earthisland.org> at np--internet 
Date: 08/22/2000 4:06 PH 
Boreal 


Palle, i 56649-6906 
Dear Ms. Prebyliski, 


Bluewater Betwork would like to offer the following addendums to comments 
previously submitted by wail regarding Voyegeure Bations)] Park's General 
Management Plan (GUP). Please accept the following language es part 


with the traditional cultural, historic, scenic. sesthetic, and natural 
characteristics of the park. *Resources* do not refer to substances or 
iapressions created by visitors or visitor-controlled devices or machinery. 

a.. *Valves* shall refer to the appreciation of and desire to protect 
and preserve the former for the enjoyment of future generations. “Values* do sot 
refer to visitors’ ability, desire, cr capacity to perfors certain recreational 
or other activities withia park boundsries which msy compromise the integrity of 
the park's treditional cultural, historic, scenic, sesthetic, or naturel 
characteristics. 


Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

Russel] Long, Executive Director 
Sean Suith, Public Lands Director 
Katy Rexford, Public Lands Associste 


Katy Rexford 
Public Lands Associate 
Blvewster Betwork tent 
«<*) «< 
<*i{(r« <*)((((>« <*) (UU [>« 
<*)((({>« 
<*)((( (>< 


300 Broadway, Ste. 28 

San Prancieco, CA 94133 
tel. 415.766.3666 ext. 157 
tax 415.768.7326 

email: katy@earthisland.org 
wee .b) t twork org 








Bluewater Betwork is @ nations) environmenta)] orgeniset ions 
protecting public waters, lands, and ecosystems. Bluewater 
fighte damage caused by actorized recreation, 011 and shipping 
industry prectices, and other types of marine pollution. 


APL 
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m= NETWORK 
Protectiag the Earth — ' 27 
for ali Living Creatures 


Dear Ms. Prebylski, - 


Pie comp ds wacened es Ger ecnision vo thee puiccommans soeed on the 
Voyageurs Nauoaal Park General Management Plan in addon to Bluewater Network's formal 
wrmes comments, submanted separairty 


Thank you for your coasuderanon. 


LAN 


Pulls Lats Acsosione 


300 Baoapwar, Surre 28 + San PRarecasco, Ca 94153 © Pet 415.788. 3006 © PAX 415.788.7326 
GMAIL btuewuser@carthtsiand ory * WEBSITE wwe bherweternsrwort org 





Ff) F/aot 


242 agen of hl aie + h.. 
ale one x 


Burchei]'s b4vosshors Resort 
10434 Wakz Read 
Ray, MN 56669 


September 1“, 2000 


(LNo Wake Zones - | suppor the plas postice the ap we £ zones will aot be cotabissbed, 
| am adamantly opposed w ary change @ NPS postios .o ths mater 


2 Eatry Fess - Opposed to entry fees, and fee! the parr <tou'ld cancel the proposed study to 
wnplemess « fee system and save the funds for othe 1). 


2 Opposed to parent symem fox homeshosts, | em peed to the imaation of private 

ovamde of the part | am oppoesd to comcenmpe contr: cs for amy buseses m the part Lf the 

manba of houseboats © hated to 60 and the (wo curres! operators on the mamekan base fill the 

a ne Seater ae ty ao ye ated 
o it's almoat like 






bitune 
-—- Senter fos qriato tounbectets 80 end bo 
tc low, according to comments af the public mpul seassons, thes mumber needs to be higher 


#4 Dlosspiness - | would like w see commmercaa! flostpinar use = and ow 
reestablished for s service to cry guests and resademts of the even. it wes 0 traditional use of the 
pukendchouldbeagein yo 5 - 


€5 Specs! Use Zome - Opposed w the ehanmation of the apecia/ use sper on Kabstogama | 
would like to keep the speceal use aver for poasinte future events such os Rader cums, cross 
coumtry ski races, Dog sled races, Kayak aad cance races, fisheng derby's, boat parades and other 
events. We have several commmundy members that are oo the consultation group and heve saad 
that Unry were compistely unswere thet the elmmeanation of the special usr sper bad even been 
ee ee ere 
fot commest oe tus m previous comment penods 





(6 New levnches for Noe Motonzed users - | am opposed to separate areas solety for the use of 
aoe motoruasd launches, | fee! thet the could segregate ‘notoraed end eon motorued user 
groups thas are both allowed to uss the part on s equa) bams | would like to see the part upgrade 
existing ares and provide better agmage af the viesor camer: and provide better mformatinoe to 
users to help eirvume problems | recocamend smal) aress aloagsade the boat ramps wah lew 
slope coudd be comstructed for the canoes and keyeks of the exustng acs wthoul osedeng 8 
whol: orw erea 


_Compens / Perens Reservetion System - | would like to sve only « lemited percentage of 
Camupenes to be reservetios only My euggratiwe « thet there be appro.smstely | 0 reservetioe 
saes oe Kabstogema, Spread ow eventy along the lake And if 0 reservetos symiem © 
inptamnated 5 sesommmend Gun 65 cen, of umpcoupand. be sveuleble to dey use unt 2 PM 
perocrT Ma@r: rap 

aa, 


Pay, 
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Tere © oe resece w btoct @ay ape of comp ames thei Could be poamibty br open for Gsye or even 
weeks at tmme capecanity © Ue epreg ond ff eter amg 5 Oe 


8 Bota on lanener Latees (BOUL) - | support wang foes co mnarer ube boats w bey enemas 
‘tet qenity of ts program by Leapmg equa @ good comifme = fer: fees soul om be 
angwoee he protinm of people remerving Dost) anc ool amg hem Behe OGsrD ethos SoU 
em enebee w | would abso the ths mambe of boats @ lnkes mcrensed | doe! thet he ue 
of ap eatwe ks ceed br bemted © one Comoe and fen people the Ge eres! stustoe os {2 
ett amd Shoepert ex Bests saoutd sec tr ovedebes co ct lise ide borgemsce ex 


©2_ Wee gaity ond berdeatngs - Page |-'4 bets the probioms, meess and concerns wb renpect 
© polhasss fom motorund caf | woud fhe & poes ow thet the sect me Goss mm hades any 
fren we = © te are 2000 EP A mamdarés ter outboard anon fet eh pol we bop 
ogbeard mover, Teese ator correnthy ave on thr marke! amd muury ore arendy ened 
twoughow the part. Also etecerx mptors hove beer emed for year and oe OC! poise bee 
end showld be oto emtioeed Der & Gr ore 2006 mamderdés owboerd mot podat we cow 
ectundy be reduced @ the ferme ond the foci showdd bt eetwesd @ the Gee. repor 


€10 Day Vet Sees - | mapport ecrensmng the manbw of dey ver 280s and would bike thes plan wo 
be anpimmemed ngis gest 


©) Bece Conmery Treg Pie | meppor commructuos of the mamma huh ing Wests ond woes! the 
to see the dhpepect wes comstructed fre smce ex bev bees requesting the trad for yearn 


(1) Pomaivs Aree Camgeng - | am opposed w the fow people per party enasmem for premaine 
res campeg)§= recommend ap tums on party sit There ore canny fame)ys thet woud at eves 
be ebér to camp together web s fw parece pe party bs 


| wonhd like w see the pert pune the ome>egemcy “esor ceme of ( rene 
Lake amd comtmme to amprove and upgrade the extpbas of te othe vemor canter | woul asc 
uaa tee pert © edd amd devon, adda ore, afore wen end ede meters bo veto 
end the reson commmruty os ees © sete | | >) | sesuptes ee woyegew ress end tatory 
qmtrve Amercess haftory end csres usr of the aren amerprenne guates for hosters bsg the 
esture) end cube) sss along the shores and mserprenve sghs along ves ba These mmenas 
would be very beipfe! © cuprovug Gr “who: experware a thr pert 


15 Eeworth mock garden - Page |. 15} lems the rock garden os cnr of the parts vistor 
@eamatwe eens Page | | 4$ memtices the rock garden a ¢ cnee lnadecape end the 6 hes 
bees approved @ | 998 fw o preserveins Vestmes pian Seance tbe roct gardee © the 0) dey uae 
one @ thr Kehstogems eres | would the to or ther port ec hede 9 chedee fs etree © the 
GMP Also the ame has beer ememamed by the reson commmundy fo runny years aad | eould 
eian hs & sor 0 COGEMMmer bom the part severe we () MP ow mer bes mactonaace 
ae Ge moe are remereng of anne as pooner 


Zam at in dew of met housek 1% park. ¥o« 
deus down Cabin ard allow bony bok. 
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Cedar Cove Campsites & Resort . ~ - 
9940 Gappa Roed ‘Jee ae .. wo 3 
Ray, MN 56669 


September 1, 2000 


*\LNo Wake Zones - | support the pias posstioe thet po wake zones will ot bc caabisked 
| am adamantly opposed to any change m N.PS. position on this matter. 


#2 Eaury Fees - Opposed to eatry fees, and feel the park should cancel the proposed study to 
& fee system and save the funds for other uses. 


®) Opposed to pecs nymem fox hoveghosts | am opposed to the hessation of prrvaic emterprec 

outmde of the park. | am opposed to concession contracts for amy business im the park If the 

gumber of housebosts is lirasted to 60 and the two current operstors on the aamakan basin fill the 

quota, nobody elses would ever be abie to enter this business in the park. This is not fax 

Commpetion im the tourmsm busmess, &s protectionmm |t's almost like giving an exchusive lifetume 

contract to two businesses im the park. The proposed aumber for private houseboats is 10 and is 
fow, according to comments at the public mpul sessions, ths number needs to be higher. 


94 Fiosspienes - | would like to sve commercial floatplane use in and out of Kabstogama 


14, 
Re enn ae eee — Vg 
should be agam. 


#5 Special Use Zone - Opposed to the clumination of the special use 20ne on Kabctogama. | 
would like to keep the special use zone for possible future events such as Rader rums, cross 
country ski races, Dog sled races, Kayak and canoe races, fishing derby's, bost parades and other 
events. We have several communsy members that are on the consultation group and have said 
thai they were completely umswere that the eummation of the special use zone had even been 
discussed at the meetings. Furthermore, | was also unawere of thes situation and therefore could 
aot comument oe this in previous comment periods 


© New launches for Nos Motonzed users - | am opposed to separate areas sotety for the use of 
aoe motorized launches, | feel thet thes could segregate motormed aad ace motorued user 
groups that are both allowed to use the park on a equal bass. | would like to see the park upgrade 
@usting areas and provide better mgnage af the visitor centers and provide better information to 
users to help elvumte probiems. | recommend small areas aloagside the boat ramps wah less 
slope could be coastructed for the canoes and kayaks af the existing sies without seeding & 

~ hole new area. 


#7 Campeng / Perms Reservetion Symes - | would like to sce only a imsed percentage of 
campeties to be reservatwe caly My suggcstice is thet there be approxemately |0 reservetioe 
sites on Kabctogamma, Spread out evenly along the lake Aad if 0 reservation system 
unplemented | recommend that all stes, (f unoccuped, be aveilabic to day use util 2 PM. 





There is mo reason to block day use of camp sites that could be possibly be open for days or even 
weeks af a time egpecanlly wn the spring and fall when usage is low. 


8 Bowes 00 mer iis..'\\st KOUL) - | support usage fees on menor lake boats to help mamtan 
the quality of the peoyran by keepang equipmest m good condition | fee! fees would aiso heip 
improve the problem of people reserving boats and not usamg them, lesving others whom would 
hike to, umable to. | wunsk) also like the number of boats m lakes creased | don't thumk the use 
of an entwe lake shiv!‘ \oated to one cance and two people like the current situation on Ek 
Lake and Shoepm: .. boats should also be available on other lakes like Jorgenson cic 


£2 Woes wineity aad bydrology - Page I-14 lests the problems, issues and concerns wath respect 
to pollutants from motormed craft. | would like to poms out that ths section docs mchude any 
formation as to the mew 2006 EPA standards for outboard motors that reduces polka from 
owtboerd motors. These motors currently are oe the market and masy are already used 
throughout the park. Also electric motors have been used for years and are 100% pollution free 
and should be also mentioned. Due to the new 2006 standards, outboard motor polhutioe could 
mui ty Se redwoed in the future, and thus fact should be mentioned wm the fimal report. 


tic: Aan Use Sites - | support increasing the number of day use ses and would like thes pian to 
te uaplememed nght away. 


#11 Beck Cousery Trail Pian - | support coastructioe of the summer hiking tras and would like 
to see the shoepack trail constructed first since we have been requesting ths trail for years. 


#13 Pomaive Arm Camping - | am opposed w the four people per party maximum for prunsive 
area camping. | recommend no lims on party size. There are many familys that would not even 
be able to camp together with s four person per party luma. 


#14 Viemor Centers - | would like to see the park pursue the muti-agency visiior center a Cranc 
Lake and comtinue to unprove and upgrade the exhibss af the other veaor centers. | would also 
and the resort community as listed in section F.| 2.3 Examples are voyagewr routes and hustory. 
native Americans hustory end current use of the area, mterpretive guides for bosters listing the 
would be very helpful im unproving the visdor expencace at the park. 


#15 Ellsworth rock garden - Page |-153 lasts the rock garden as one of the parks visitor 
destination areas. Page |- 145 mentioces the rock garden as a cultural landscape and thei « hes 
been epproved m 1996 for a preservetios eatrecnt plana Saace the rock garden is the #! day use 
site im the Kabetogame ares | would iske to see the park wchude s schedule for restoration wm the 
G.MLP. Also the sae hes been mastained by the resor! communsy for many years and | would 
also like to see 8 commnament from the park service m the GMP. wo start bas mamtenance. 
like grass owing and trimming, es s00e a posbic 
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VUYACDIRS RATIONAL PARK 


Voyageurs National Park 
General Management Pian 

3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, MN 56649-8904 


September 2, 2000 o 


c 


We appreciate the opportunity to give constructive comment on the Voyageurs 
National Park Draft Management Pian June 2000. We would like to thank the 
Voyageurs National Park staff for their dedication in running and managing the 
park . We look forward to many more years of working cooperatively together in 
Voyageurs. The planning process is has become a popularity contest between 
different user groups. The pian has the potential to create more conflict than it 
prevents. The draft plan lacks scientific data to make rational decisions in relation 
to planning for this park. The planning process should not have been driven by 
emotions to facilitate agendas that deviate from this parks legislative intent. The 
deviations are clearly present with the proposed limitations on the use of houseboats 
in the plan. No other user group is affected to the extent houseboats are by the 
proposed plan. We propose no action be taken until solid numbers can be provided 
on visitation. 


Previous NATIONAL PARK SERVICE documents recognized that houseboats 
have less of an environmental impact when compared to camping because most of 
the activity takes place on board the vessel, therefore additional houseboat mooring 
sites should be developed. Houseboat mooring sites have little long term impact on 
VOYAGEURS NATIONAL PARK maintenance budgets. During August 
meetings the VOYAGEURS NATIONAL PARK maintenance staff indicated they 
are building only two new tent sites, and no houseboat mooring sites. The rest of 
the campsite budget was used to rehabilitate existing tent sites. No houseboat sites 
are in need of rehabilitation at this ume. Further proof of their low impact on land 
in Voyageurs. it is apparent the only reason for houseboat restrictions are because 
of somebody's dislike of the visual appearance of the houseboat in the park. The 


2031 Town Road 486 © international Falls Minnesota $6649-4744 
(218) 286-5391 © 1-800-554-9168 © Fax (218) 286-4010 
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same can be said of seeing tents on the shorelines, or the hot yellows, reds, and 
greens of kayaks. 


Fire Management 


Fire management should continue in the park In the past there have been probicms 
with the uming of some of the burns. The burns should not be done during peak 
visting days May 15- Sept 15. Potential burns during this time would drive 


2. Entry/ User Fees 
User fees would be difficult to admumuster and most likely be targeted at houseboats 
and campers . Costs of edmmustration would off set any revenue gencrated by fees. 


3. Overmgit Fees/Permits/Reservations 

No over night Fees as tus would agam target houseboat and campers. A reservation 
for a limited number of camps sites may prove effective but be difficult to 
administer. Reservations for houseboats would not work because of whether and 
travel factors. Housebosts generally move to different areas of the perk. 


4. Integrated Use. 

Any information to minumize conflicts between motonzed and non-motorized 
should include language explaining thus perk 1s a motorized park and that you will 
see motor boats and most types of watercraft, of all sizes and colors on the four 
major lakes. The legislative intent that this park is to offer different recreational 
Opportunsties than those available m the Boundary Waters Canoe Area . 


5. Overnight Houseboat Use. 

During Ad-Hoc meeting a number of 60 commercial houseboats per basin was 
agreed upon. At some point that was changed to 50 with no mput from the Ad-hoc 
group . That manber is to low, many fee! that there are not enough presently 
available to rent. 1): number should be 60 commercial houseboats at a minimum 
per basin. Can the NATIONAL PARK SERVICE legally separate commercial and 
private boats. 


6. Any form of Lumsed Concession or Concession contract is opposed, the present 
INCIDENTAL BUSINESS PERMIT concept could be modified. 





As] 


7. Sanstaion system compliance certificate should t+ limited to Black water, 
{human feces} tank Requirements of certificate should be as follows, black water 
holding tanks shall be empued by an external sewage removal device located at on 
shore waste disposal system or by potable system when affluent 1s pumped into 
service boat and disposed of at on shore waste treatment system. Holding tank 
vents must be installed above the holding tank, tanks can not be installed in a 
manor that they could be emptied into the lake. 


8. Day and Overnight sites. 
The Lake Coumtry and Back Country site Management provided for 208 Houseboat 
mooning sites the number of sites in the proposed action reduces that number by 
$2% that reduction is not acceptable . The 1988 pian is a good pian and should not 
be shelved because current park management does not agree with that pian. Site 
should continue with the assistance of houseboat operators with littie 
deviation from the 1988 pian, an example of deviation exists with Red Rock Island 
on Raumy Lake Thus site was identified in the 1988 Environmental Assessment as a 
houseboat sie but today is e campsite In that assessmeni many sites are listed in 
Appendix A that are not either retained use and occupancy cabin sites of private in 
holder cabin sites. Why haven't these sites been developed ? Do you plan to 
slow on the Rasy basin. It seems the best way to recerve equal site development in 
the Ramy basin 1s to create user conflict. It feels like we are penalized for 
instructing our Customers on proper etiquette while on Ramy Lake Site creation 
needs do be done on an equitable basis throughout the park. 


9. Overnight Use at Undeveloped sites. 


House boats explore the park with manumal adverse ecological effects as compared 
to tent campers { no pit toilet, tent pads} there for overnight use at undeveloped 
sites by houseboats should continue 


10. Fares and Firewood 
Fires should be allowed at undeveloped sites providing the are m a fire ming 


12. Back country Trail Area. 

Traal plannang should mctade links to Raany Lake it seems your focus in on the 
Namakan Basin. These opportunsties should exist on Ramy Lake also Trails 
should be created from the Logging Camp Tent site to Kettle Falls and from the 
Amencan Channel to Kettle Falls. 
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13. Visitor Destination Sites 

In anticipation of the Kettle Falls Hotel not being open this coming winter the 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE should have the facility open in some capacity 
when concessionaires are not willing too . The Hotel is a major attraction in the 
winter season. There for # should be available for tours, limited beverage , light 
snacks and visitor imterpretation. The NATIONAL PARK SERVICE has resources 
available to provide this service. 


14. Fishenes Management 

Most would agree that the fishery in the Rasny Lake basin is thriving It has made a 
remarkable recovery in the pasi few years. The Minnesota Department of Natural 
Resources and Ramy Lake Sport fishing Club are responsible for this diligent 
effort to make Rainy Lake a word class fishery once again. There for the Minnesota 
Department of Natural Resources should continue to lead m the management of 
fishenes as they have in the past. 


15. Partnerships 

We question the partnership with Ontano Munustry of Natural Resources. The 
Ministry has not treated visitors in the most fnendly way _ In most cases visitors 
have been mustreated even when in US waters. 


16. Quiet zones, non-motonzed routes, no wake zones 


The above mentioned terms need to be elumunated completely from this plan 
whenever they are related to the four mayor lakes, Rainy, Namakan, Kabetogama, 
and Sand Point Lake. Use terms such as safe route or all weather routes. The terms 
quiet zone, non motor routes, and no wake zones will create conflict in the future. 
There is no question these terms are used to elumunate motor use or at the very least 
restnict motors as much as possible. If people would like a non-motorized 
expenence they can use the intenor lakes or the BWCAW. 


Respectfully, 
it Widl.: 7 


Dougherty’s Rasny Lake Houseboats 
William J. and June, Tom and Lisa, 





T. and Cathie Dougherty 








10012 Gappa Roed oe +e Se 
Ray, MN 56669 


September 1, 2000 


#) No Wake Zones ~ | support the plan position that 
| am adarnastty opposed to any change m NPS. position on ths matier. 


#2 Eatry Fees - Opposed to entry fees, and fee! the park should cance! the proposed study to 
umplement s fec system and seve the funds for other uses. 





wpa br pra esha 10d i © 5 
oe 


#4 Flostplanes - 1 would like to sce commercial flostplane use in and out of Kabetogama 


reestablished for a service to my guests and residents of the area. It was 6 tradiioaal use of the 
park and should be again. 














#5 Specml Use Zone - Opposed to the elimination of the special use zone on Kabeiogama | 
would like to keep the speceal use oar for possible future events such as Rader runs, cross 
coumtry ski races, Dog shed races, Kayak and cance races, fishing derby's, boat parades and other 
events. We have several community members that are on the consukstion group and have said 
that they were compietety unawere that the chmenatioe of the special use z0ae had even been 
dmcussed at the meetings. Furthermore, | was also unaware of thes situation and therefore could 
Q0( comment on this in previous comment penods 


6 New launches for Nom Motonzed users - | am opposed to separate areas solely for the use of 
fon motored launches, | fee! thet thes could segregate motormed and noe motorurd user 
groups that are bod: allowed to use the part on a equal basis. | would like to see the park upgrade 
@ustimg areas and provide better signage af the visitor centers and provide better information to 
users to belp ebviate problems | recommend small areas alougssde the boat ramps with less 
TS Co GO Gs Das elas aang 

ore areca 


#7 _Compens | Perinat Reservation System - | would like to see only « limited percentage of 
campeites to be reservation only My suggestion is that there be approxizuatety |0 reservation 
sites on Kabstogama, Spread out evenly along the lake. And if a reservation symiem 1s 
implemented | recommend that oll sates, if unoccupred, be available to day use unt) 2 PM. 


AIM 
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There = a0 reasce to block day use of camp sites that could be poesibty be open for days or even 
weouks af a tmme capecully m the spring and fall when umge is low. 


£1 Bosts on menor Lakes (BOIL) - | support usage fees cn msenor imke boats to kelp masmacn 
Une quality of the program by kecpeng equipmest m good condaioe | feel fees would also beip 
wmprove the problem of people reserving boats and noi usang them, lesving others whom would 
like to, umebie to. | would also lake the mumber of boets m imkes mcreased | don‘! thunk the use 
of an eatire lake shall be immmed to one camoe and two people like the current stustuce on Ek 
Lake and Shoepack etc. Boats should also be sveilabie on other inkes like Jorgenson ok 


#2 Water quaity and hydrology - Page 1-14 lnets the problems, msues and concerns with respect 
to polhaarss from motormed craft | would like to poss out that ths section does melude any 
wformatioe as to the new 2006 EPA standards for outboard motors that reduces polutwe fom 
owtboesd motors. These motors cazreatty are on the market amd omery are already used 
throughout! the park. Also electri motors heve been used for years and are | 00% polhtwwe free 
and should be also meationed. Due to the new 2006 standards, outtoerd motor pollution could 
actually be reduced = the fimure, and thes fact should be mentioned m the final report. 


#10 Day Use Sees - | support mcreasing the qumber of dey use sites and would like this pian to 
be amplemented ngit sway 


#1) Back Cossery Tras Pies - | support comstructios of the summer biking trails and would like 
to see the shoepack trad constructed first sunce we hsve been requesting thes trai for years. 


#1) Pomaive Aree Campmng - | am opposed to the four people per party maximun for prenaive 
ares campeng | recommend no ima on party size. There are macy famulys that would nui eves 
be able to camp together with e fow person per party lima 


214 Visitor Comers - | would like to see the park pursue the muti-egeacy visitor center ot Crane 
Lake and contmmue to unprove and upgrade the extubas at the other vissor cemters | would also 
like the park to add and develop addasnel mformatioea] aad educetican’ maternis for vistors 
and the resort commundy as luted m sectioe F | 2} Exampies are voyagew rovtes and history. 
omtrve Amencans history and current use of the aren. uierpretrve gusdes for boaters listing the 
nature) ead cukural sates along the shores, and mterpreve nghs along trails Ex These matenais 
would be very helpful = umproving the visfor expenence af the park 


@15 Elleworth rock garden - Page |-153 lists the rock garden as one of the parks visitor 
destinatios arenes. Page |- 145 mentions the rock garden es 8 cultural landscape and that « hes 
been approved wn 1998 for « preservetioe treatment plan Smoe the rock garden w the #| day use 
sae m the Kabetogams ares | would like to see the park mchude « schedule for remoratioa m the 
G.M.P Also the sate has been mastamed by the resort commundy for many years and | would 
also like w see 8 commament from the part service m the GMP to start basx mamtenance. 
like gress mowmg end trummang, as so0e 0s poesibic 
































Driftwood Lodge Resort 
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CHarrTer 3: COMMENTS ON THE Daart ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 





vate 
pier 
we 
the 
Se support « cap on howseboets in Voyageurs. both commercial and 


Se eupport the Beckcowstry Treil propesal froe the Proposed Actice. 
but would e@ditionslly eupport extending the foot treil from Little 


Shoepect Lake op to Shoepect Leake. 


Ge support the proposal to establish Ho-Weke Water Areas within the 


Visiter Gestinetions promoted in the plan should not be set ot an 
Park. 


erbitrary number. but showld be documented sites of significance 


Be support sedapt.ve 


including visitor carryiag 
must alec consider «]) lews 


Systes and reconcile thes in 
Senior Policy Director 


Kevin Proescholét 


Sincerely. 
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author: Eevin Proescholét «kevinefriends-bece org> at ap-- 
at 
Lid 


ilecad 


on. We have some specific comments os 


. since thie alternative provides the 
i 
well, however, and these epecific comments follow: 


International Palle. i 56649-8906 
vie e-mail to: Kathleen _prrybylskienps gov 
Boundary Waters Wi 


3131 Kighwey 53 


ly not within the scape of the Draft GW. we support 
Voyegeurs Met 
Wilderness recommendstion, but without the 


le treil carving up that designated Hilderress on 


completely 


discontinued iamedietely within the Park. This activity can cecur 


Saownobile races -- the so-called ‘reader rune* -- 
eleewhere in Minmnesote on ite 16,000+ lakes and is neither Gependest on 


nor competible in Minnesota's only Betionsl Park 
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Voyageur Nabors F ars 
GMPrVvUFP 


3131 Highway SS 
iernasone Faits. MN 56649-8904 


Ths commurcaiion in reeponse to he Managemen Piar/Enwron ental impact Susiement and 
the Vistors Use and Faciites Pian Ow company has interest in the Plan because of our use 0 
houseboats on Rasy Lawes as @ method to conduc! yearly Neeengs with the Temoers of Our sales 
orgerxzahon Our comments are as follows 


Overnight Houseboat Use 


1) Qus company opposes any Movemet to restric: the use andyo: number of houseboats Dy use 
of @ Quote ardor perma system No other non motonzed or natonzed watercraft ere [argvied with 
tus concern We teei that 8 perm system wil resinc! and Grectly afiect the econoruc stabuity of 
our current Nousebos! operator while producing no positve effeci upon the system 


2) We are concerned peopte who actively hunt ard hen fs aiweys Our interbon to leave the ste 
i" @ Condigon thet 6 better then when we arrived The conecence level of the true Amencan 
Sportaman today refiects tvs sane altitude Whale there wil always be others the Stier | sees 
very postive houseboa! popuiaton on Runy Lae thai tuly supports prope: conservabon 
ecdvites We ave tly aware of Ow enwonmnent and ou resnonwi> ies 10 Menta fs integrity 


Water Quetity Water Resources 


1) We do not tee! a greywater hoidiing system for s housebos! 6 pustrhed Uti "he proper research 
supports Rs inpiemertaton To ow knowledge no proper ressarch has bee” conducted to date 
to suppor! graywater storage from ow erpenence the amount of greywater produced Dy s 
howeedo! is mnmal in Companson to the mary offer sources Of wale: Comamnaton 


1900 EAST MAM STREET - PO BOX 334 - OWATOROGA MBOEEBOT A 66060-0334 UGA 
Temprere G00 533 062 vresvaterw 'etpeee -60° 6 iC 
Toutes +607 451 56'' - SateeCusteme Berace Ocparenere Totstes Te8 Free 677 344 4375 (ONGGER §) 
Sp ‘swe grusteas com «wat gerers © gorerusee com 














Nabora Pan 


September 19. 2000 ” e- . _ 
Page 2 = 
Vistor Expertence’Econorec impect 


1) There 6 nO research to Gate whech suggesis resincdng houseboal usage would have a postive 
efiect upon the system Denying o resincang access to only the houseboat popuiaton s 
Gscrmenaiory - nate 


2) To mame the case that resticeng houseboat access wil not have & sigrwhcant umpact upon the 
Comenunity i8 8 GFOSS erro, Without Support ve doCUMeNBBON COMMON SENSE WOU Say [hal ANY 
reetncnon wil evertualy heve some type of economuc effect upon the operaiors and surrouTKing 
communtes. 


3) Let's pus us Queston in proper perapectve The imematona’ F ale ares \s very Much depe niet 
upon tourism to Sustain fs economic positon This is only evident with the numbde of boats 
traveing Highway 53 on s daily bass O the number of Sstung bosts parked wo fro: of the ares 
motete each raght. ft only stands to reasce thal a “incide down” effect to ai tacets of touns™ wt 
coco f housebos! usage is dened and/ow resincied 


| appreciate tus opporwunity i express ou wews On thus subject ft 1s Our Nope that common sense 
wi find the adoption of ARernative Piar @' and thal addibonal input and sCentiic study wl! be made 
for future conesdieramon There ¢ toc muc st stake here not to adopt Akernapve Plan 6! af thus 


ON Whe q I 





AY| 
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3131 Highway 53 "ettiy ese Ae . ‘ Cc vil 
imemational Fails, Mn. 56649-8904 


| asm writing thus letter in response to the Voyageurs National Park General 
Managemen PiawEnvronmental impact Statement and Visor use and Facies 
Pian Draft of June 2000. We have a special use permit for Historic Structure 
Use/daint. on Little Trout Lake in the Voyageurs National Park. 


We agree it is advantageous to both private parties and Voyageurs to form 
partnerships that will enhance the management of the park. We think we are a 
eee OCG EE SSD eae ante Napigaes 


We submatted a letter for the survey of the structures within the park to Ms. Mary 
Graves, Cuttural Resource Specialist in January 1990 but we did not tell you of 
the indiana North Woods Club and ts members. The following may help you to 
understand why we feel we are one of the best partners you may find. 


indiana North Woods Club History 


The indiana North Woods Club was organized in the winter of 1925 with tweive 
members. These were friends and fellow fishermen of Dr. Katterbeury and Onto 
Eakin. They each made a $100.00 investmert, to buy and build a cabin. sight 
unseen, on Little Trout Lake in Minnesota. These members were never sorry as 
the cabin and lake exceeded thei expectations. 


As the years passed, the membership became older and less able to maintain 
the cabin. Then the war presented a problem with traveling such a long distance. 
ap fare nrg npenrtern ee mepenmnnmanE 


important to choose the right members to be care takers of this land. We feel this 
is one of the main reasons our “ciub” has continued for 75 years, we chose 


Our membership came from ail walks of life, doctors, lewyers, morticians. 
mechanics, bus drivers, chemist, farmer, system analyst, from large and snail 
establishments. it was never about what we did, but how we felt about the north 
woods, fishing, and sharing 


The membership does not pass on to a succeeding generation 
fortunate enough to have two members from the third generation, and one 
member from the second generation. One member had his first trip to Liatie Trout 


Lake with his tamily as a baby. Each new generation is voted in by the total 
membersiup on thes own merits. 


We have had seven members, over the years, who became homeowners ai 
Crane Lake, Minnesota. Currently we have one member who is from 
Minneapolis, Minnesota and a resident of Crane Lake. He aiso loves the north 
woods and is an ardent fisherman. 


Normally the maie is the member, upon his death tus wife may continue to come 
to the meetings but she does not become a member uniess she is voted imo the 
“club”. The maim reason for this is the need to maintain the cabin, dock and 
privy. Most of the jobs are beyond the physical capability of a woman. 


Our “club* has two meetings a year. The first af the end of April to bid vacation 
time and set up work details. The second at the end of October to summarize 
the work completed and tell our summer fish stores. 


We beteve it is important for the Voyageurs Nationa! Park to continue 

partnerships with caring groups. Our Use Perma has been good for both of us in 
the past and we believe it will be in the future. It allows us to Carry insurance 07 
| the buiidings and care for a section of the Park. it allows the Park to inapect and 
request changes needed to keep the area up to Park specifications. This is done 
| at no cost to the Park. 


if you have any questions, please feel free to call of wr!» 4. 


bebo 





317-485-7180 
| cc. Barbara West, Superintendent VNP 
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e 2411 Caner Avenue 
° Sairt Paul, MN $5108-1625 
° (651) 647-9492 


tsk @c anor-kayak org 
October 17, 2000 : 
Barbara West, Superinsendent ” 
NPS, Voyageurs National Park 
3131 Highway 53 
international Falls, MN 56649 ; 
Re: Draft Genera! Henfinviconmantal tnpact Statement and Vieiag Yee and 


Facilities Plan (OGMP) for Voyageurs National Park 
Dear Superintendent West: 


| am writing on behalf of inland Sea Kayakers (ISK), a chapter of the Minnesota Canoe 
Association. ISK is a nori-pro‘it educational and recreational club with over 130 members. 
We welcome all who want to learn and enjoy safe sea kayaking on the Great Lakes and in 
Minnesota. 


in your final plan, we urge you to consider the special needs of sea kayakers. Sea kayaks 
at.d Voyageurs National Park are made for each other. On the one hand, for many sea 
kayakers, Voyageurs provides a relatively safe, near-wilderness alternative to the 
sometimes extreme conditions of Lake Superior in a way that the BWCAW cannot 
because of inherent difficulties in sea kayaks. On the other hand, sea kayaks are 
probably the safest type of watercraft for Park visitors in search of a quiet, contemplative 
expenence, because of their relatively safe, big-water design and non-motorized, non- 
polluting nature. 


Our primary concem with respect to the DGMP is availability of campsites. Many sea 
kayakers and canoeists, after a full day of paddling, have seen the last remaining campsite 
in a bay taken by a motorized boat. To alleviate this problem, we support the 


present status for kayakers and canoeists, outside the purview of a new permit system. 
Such a system might reflect the diverse needs of the muliiple uses of Voyageurs National 
Park. 


We would also like to see better enforcement of existing Park Last year, while 
we were camped at the east end of Namakan Island, our campsite was invaded on two 
successive days by rented houseboats, which beached overnight near our kayaks. After 
unsuccessfully requesting the first group to turn down their stereo, which was quite loud, 


www Jdskcanoe-ayakorg «+ - +--+: - 
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October 17. 2000 


Page 2 


we attempted to contact Park officials by marine band radio. but were unsuccessful 
because, we were told later, the radio was not monitored after office hours. 


enh teen ennetindtn inten lentes gates antes 
input on other paddiing-relaied issues regarding Voyageurs National Park. 


Thank you for extending the commeni period, which gave us the opportunity to submit 
our point of view. 


Sincerely, 


mek tol 


Chuck Holst 
President, inland Sea Kayakers 
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Iaternational Falls Area... 


Chamber of Commerce. 


September 13, 2000 


hs. Berbera Weet 


Nabonal Park 


Voyageurs 
3131 Highway 53 
inmemabonei Fails MN 56649 


Deer Mis. West. 


The international Felis Area Chamber of Commerce and its board of directors 
would like to go on record to address objections they heave on the Proposed - 
Action Pian. We think the premises of the Geners! Management Pian Draft 2000--- 
are flawed and agree with the findings of Dr. Parmele Parkinson, Governmental 
Coneukant end President of The Parkinson Group. inc. that there is no data in 
place to support the proposed recomendatons. We are an orgenization 
representing the business community and want a plen thet will include 
development of future growth. We heve sisc submitted s request for an 

extension of an additional sidty days for the public comment period. 


Ptease ist these comments stand as our written opposition and 
recommendations to these subjects: 


1 7 Aes 


We oppose the use of fire as a way of forest management. Our concer is 
thet state, county and private iand, which outlines Netional 
Park lands, is at risk with the use of fires. Controfied bums could also 
creete 8 potential loes of revenue, visitor deys and wildlife. Recent 
experience with controlied bums has proven to be detrimental to tourism. 
visitor days and wildiife. 


Visitors Use and Facilites 
1. Entry/(Jeer Fees: We object to any user fees. We want to see maximized 
use within the perk and encourage vistorship. 
2. Overnight Fees/Permits/Reeervations: We oppose any overnight fees or 
permits and request that before the national perk lima the number of 
pecple; they show ean adverse impact on Voyageurs National Park. 


Cornerstone Of Our Community 
301 Second Avenue * internotional Falls, MN 56649 © 216-283-9400 © 1800-325 $760 © Fas: 218 283.3572 
Aamber@andialls org + wen internanonataliamen «om 1 





A 1 


Uses) 

1. Houseboat Use: We strongly oppose the imastons set for pnvate and 
commercial houseboat use. We recormmend no restrictions be placed on 
the number of private and/or commercial housebosts, no permit system 
for housebost use and we recommend an expansion or increase in the 
development of housebost sites. Our reasoning is that there is no 
evidence of gray water impeci and therefore no restnctions should be 


mmposed. 
2 Floetpianes: We recommend expending cornmercial ficetpiane use 
throughout the perk and put “no” restnctons on the numbers or the uses. 
3. Snowmobile Trails and Portages/Vehicular Access: We recommend the 
national park provide additional sefe trails for snowmobile users on park 


property. 

4. Special Use Zone: We recommend the special use Zone continue as 
Currently stated. 

5. No Wake Area: We are opposed to no wake and/or quiet sreas and 
recommend there not be any established. 


Land Management: 
Developed Area 


1. Camping Facilities: We encourage overnigit and day camping in all areas 
of the park. 


Lakecountry Aree 

2. ODay and Overnight Use Sites: We recommend day and overnight use 
sites in afi area of the park. We support the 1968 Lakecountry 
Backcountry Site Management Pien and Environmental impect Stasement. 
which supported s minimum of 492 sites. We also support the use of 
unrestricted, undeveloped sites with no maximum perty size. 

3. Fires and Firewood: We encourage the use of campfires giving campers 
the opportunity to use dead and down wood. 


Primitive Aree. 

4. Camping There should be no limits on the number of people using any 
campsite. pania, un eunpet Oe ein eb dent end Guan ened Ghee Oe 
camper the opportunity to have a campfire. 

SI SNE, CRONE 


Park Management: 
1. pe by Apter te aged nee pa pnt sm 


"ail lakes with flexible contracts, thus making it sflordable to the operstore 
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3. Concession Contracts or Agreements: in ight of a history of failed 
concession agreements in Voyageurs National Park, we request that the 
Department of interior institute a study of concession agreements and/or 
contracts in the park. We also strongly recommend that houseboats not 
be considered for concession contracts and/or agreements. 


Water Management. 

3. Motorized Use Area: We support your effort to expand interpretive 
programs to include maps, brochures and other matenais from a water-based 
perspective showing visitors the voyageurs’ routes and other historic uses of 
warerways. 


Park Operations, Facilities and Partnerships 
Parkvade Management. 
1. ~~ inp eluents not 


resource preservation. 
2. Parmeraup, We recommend toking a wy extn pana nt 


existing local sport-fishing clubs. if management of species requires non- 
natural restoration, we would encourage a hatchery. 


Land Managemen Arees: Develops. Aree 
1. Park Housing: We oppose the park using histonc cabins to house 
national park service employees and affiliated volunteers. We encourage 
eli staff and volunteers sffilisted with the perk stay in area resorts. 


The intematoneal Falls Area Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors is grateful 
for this opportunity to submit thew concerns, recommendations and oppositions 
to the Proposed Action Plan. if you have any questions or would like clarification 
on any of the above stated comments, please feel free to contact any one of the 
boerd of directors. For your convenience, | have enciosed a list of board 
members along with thes addresses and phone numbers. 


Executive Director 
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Conducted thew monthly boerd meeting today Of the Genersi Managemen Pian and Visdors Use 
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GiSCUSSION. was the position the CVB took regarding 
floatplane use in Voyageurs National Park 


and Facies Pian The follomng sre comments 
sSuDmuitied by the Convention and Visdors Bureau Board of Dwectors. 


Rainy Lake | Kany Lake 
June 8, 2000 a Septembe: 14. 2000 = 
Ms Barbers West Wr aS | ats, Ceuntann Peayiyate ~~ > 
Voyageurs Natonal Park | or | Natonai Park | gf 
3131 Highway 53 | 3131 Highway 53 ate | 
internatons! Feits MN 56549 | ae | imernguonael F alls, MN 56649 , eee 
ear Barb. y 2 : Deer Ms Przybyist ye — § 
A : 

Ths Convention and Visitors Bureau Boerd of Dwaciors International jalls | Thank you for the opportunity to comment on International jails 

| 

| 


On June 23, 1999, we hand delivered our statement regarding our position on 
the Visdors Use and Facilities Pian and General Menagemert Pian One of the 
statements we made wes. 


“We appreaere Atemnetve #3 elzws for foetpiene use on Kabetogame. Such 
usage should be allowable throughout the park “ioatplanes ere essental fo 
park visdaton. For some, a is thes only way to view the park.” 


in @ telephone corversation with you May 11, you noted the only person 

INC Catling @ big imterest in changes of commercial flostpiane use mn Voyageurs 
National Park was Devic Dill We have siways shared David s viewpomt on this 
1$$Ue, and presumed the person resJing and categorizing Our sistemern 
ungerstood the words “ 

“only wey to view the park,” es references in support of commercial and 
pnvate flostpiene use throughout the park. 


Please incorporate this Clanfication es public record for your General 
Managemen Pian and Visitors Use and Facilities Pian. Thank you very much 









CONVENTION & VISITORS BUREAU 


o Comment Period Deadline: The Convention and Visors Bureau joins 
numerous other ciuzens, elecied offiaeis and agenc:ss urging the 
comment penod deadline be extended 60 deys beyond the September 22. 
2000 deadine Ge areal Managemert Plans (aione) ususily take four to ten 
yeers to produce 9 Thus process transpwed over only 2 4 years. and 
contained development of the Visitors Use and F aciites Pian ss well as the 
Genera! Management Pian 


o User Fees: Usege at trus tine does not werrant implementation of user 
fees anvo permuts 


2 Paddle Routes: When refernng to suggesied paddie rou‘es, do not use 
the terms “suggested nonmotorized water route” instead, refer to it in 


Q Terms: in terms of the pian. the CVB requests the Park Service eiwninate 
any wording such as “netura! quiet”, “nonmotonzed” and the like Ye do 
not wart to see any of these areas estabiished wittun the park information 
printed and disseminated by the Park Service should ensure 
Communication thet Voyageurs is e Ttonzed perk Those seeking 
Complete soldude need to know they will most likely see @ motorboat. 
housebost,. ewplane, o7 snowmobile et some pot dunng thew trip 


o Trail Development: More trails need to be developed. specifically from 
Kempton Channe! to Anderson Bay, on Dryweed isiend, Seginew Bay area, 
@ J & trail by the old logging camnpsite to Kettie Felis Hotel More 
snowmobile traits are needed wittun the park We recommend adding one 
on the peninsula 


CONVENTION & VISITORS BUREAU 











’ Second Avenue * internctona Falls. MN 56649 + | .600-FALLS-MIN (600-325-5766) * (218) 263-9400 + FAX (218) 263 2°. 
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Fre Management. Cortolled burns Gesioy widide polite the 
auncepnere. anc pul Giovani wwo the igkes overs and steers Vvorse yet 
they can get o.4 of control. fwestersg masse Gestuchon to forests. 
wiidite eGsecert pubic and private property anc even humen ide insised. 
alice promeons for hand cleenng umber harvesting brusfung. funn, anc 
wood gathenng for camphres as 8 means of managiig the forests 


Group Size Carnpeites: Vve are concerned only ore large group sae 6 
beng proposed. (for 30 peapie) Group size 1s now lenied to 16 people 
Thus ebrrunetes 8 natonel perk wisd opportumty for many Amencans who 
vevei m goups. (wrth groups. scouts) Alsc. two nousebosts can legeily 
te together Some housebosts sccomrnodste up ic 12 people, bringing the 
Group total to 24 - hence the need for additonal large group sites 


Non-designated Campeites: We encourages the Pari Service to not 
Curnmate camgung nm non-designeted arees Any restorauon protection 
should be done on @ ste-by-sis bess 


Commercial Houseboats: The commerasi nousebost operstors ws 
represert advised us they are comflortabie wan 60 commnerca’ housebosts 
per besm However. we strongly urge the Park Service to not enpiemert 
ary restnctions on housebost! wistsvons withoul any study andor concrete 
evidence such resinciions are needed Furthermore. we recommend the 
Park Service continues operating under the now effective ‘inadental 
Dussees perm’ procedures vs implementing @ irrted concess:0n 
corntrect Designated stes for overrugit use and day use ses need to be 
@xpended ss wes planned and designated m the 1968 pian 


Private Houseboets: There should be no permts or mapumum number st 
tus ime Furthermore, SO designated Overman sights for housebosts n 
general are also extremely nedequate There are 41 prvete Nnousebosts 
on Rainy Lake, and thet number is expected to incresse to 50 


Touring: We renerate ou request to heve the Park Service escqusre 8 
winter touring bueness. as well es conunue efforts 1 securing @ tou bos! 
for the Remy Lake beam For same Amencans tus 's the ony way they 
are able to view the park 


Kettle Faille Hotel: We urge the Park Service to keep the Kettle F alls Hotel 
Open Gunng the winter for interpretation services and fuei, or provide @ 
SuSidy to the concessioname for tus purpose Kettle F alis Hotel is a 
landmark. an sttraction and should be open to writer vistors. 


Mocer Bey Portage: As stated in ow June 1999 comment: we suppor 
development of 8 snowmobile tra: through the Rante Bay Portage Support 
of tus developmen should noi be assured we support Closure of the 





AY] 


Moose Bay Portage The Moose Bay Ponage should remen open anc he 
Rarta Bay Portage shoud be developed for those who wis" to vave! he 
pervo.as route 


2 Fleatplanes: Ficetpianes should be silowes Trougnos fe perk im is 
ertrety 


Genera’ Conrunents 


Because of the vasiness of the iakes and lands within the park. we Deseve 10 
7eStNC?ons On ary form of motorized use should be enplementied 


When the Park Service first proposed the nations! pert to the peapie of tus eres. 
they prommsed over one mulkon wiegors would viet the perk cach year Tres 
number has never been resized Merefore, ws recommend the Park Service 


Thank you for talung our comments io Cconsderation 


Lb. — 
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Dnteenational Ooyageues 
SNOWMOBILE CLUB 


SOX 1089 * INTERNATIONAL FALLS. MINN 56649 








September 21, 2000 
Kathieen 


Przybyiski 
Voyageurs National Park Headquarters 


3131 Hwy 53 
imematonal Falis, MN 56649 


Dear Kathleen: a 


ge 


The Intemational Voyageur Snowmobile Ciub with the overwhelming support of 
its members feeis that the Voyageurs National Park General Management and 
Visitor Use and Facilities pian is flawed in many difierent aspects. We feel the 
need for the Park Service to go back to the original legisiation and comply with 
some of the orginal promises that have not yet been met. The Pian needs to be 
reworked and address the concerns of the local residents who are greatly 
afiected by the Park Services decisions. 


Some of our main concems are: 
e The use of a permit or registration system 
e Closing of bays to recreational use 
e The lack of scientific evidence to support clams of negative impacts to 
the environment and widiife 
e The consideration of closing the Moose Bay PortageTraid and opening 
of the Ranta Bay Trai. 


Voyageurs National Park wes not established to become a preserve. it was 
established for the public to enjoy as a Park year-round. We fee! the General 
Management Pian is unacceptable and the Park Service needs to comply with 
what they originally promised to the people of northern Minnesota. 

Sincerely, 


Mk. RAR 


Mike Heibel, Vice Presiden 
international Voyageurs Snowmobile Club 


ce: Teresa Jaska, Koochiching County Coordinator 
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Misaesota Division, Izaak Waltoa League Comments: Voyageurs National Park 
General Masagemeat Plaa/Visitors Use Facilities Plas 


The Izaak Wakon League, including its chapters m Minnesota, the state division, and the 
national organization have long supported the creation and continued existence of Voyageurs 
National Park (VNP). The Park was created with the goals of protecting this great area of 
undeveloped Canadian Shield Country bordering the BWCAW QUETICO. The charge is clear - 
protect the setting plus is plant and anima! communities, interpret all of this along with the 
history of the VOYAGEURS, and make x available for all citizens for both mechanized and non- 
mechanized use. Since the establishment of the Park 25 years ago, these are exactly the things 
that have happened. eg ee my eS ae a wr am 
that VNP is. The Park Service has continued to strive to improve its relationship with 
ae er ee a to en eel 
The process surrounding the plans presently comment“ on have been very good, open, and held 
in @ setting (public input sessions) thet has been non-b.: + ¢ — conducive to objective criticism 


The Minnesota division of the Izaak Wahon League appointed Dave Zentner and Lynne Olson of 
the WJ McCabe chapter in Duluth to represent the league and they have kept the division 
informed as the process unfolded. They have attended most of the sessions surrounding this 
planning effort and will sign off on behalf of the Minnesota Division in response to the EJS 
describing the GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN proposed action and the VISITORS USE 
FACILI IES PLAN. 


At the conclusion of the public input sessions on the GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN, the 
MN IWLA preferred choice was Alternative II. Rathey ‘han opting ivr eher the "PROPOSED 
ACTION", or ALTERNATIVE II at this time, what follows are several key points of both and 
the Izaak Walton League's preferred choices for each. We appreciate this opportunity to 
comment. 


ALTERNATIVE I - Advantages: 


1. Motor use on interior lakes. Treatment of the interior lakes with emphasis on non- 
mechanized travel summer and winter are all positives. This includes no motors on all 
interior lakes except Mukooda, allowing only the CHAIN of LAKES SNOWMOBILE 
TRAIL, and eliminating commercial airplanes into Shoepack. The League believed from 
oy SoS SATA SD ERIS Ee PES, GG Cecapetaty Ge 
PENNINSULA for primitive/wilderness type recreation. In the 25 years since the Park has 
been established x has become apparent tha: there is growing pressure on the BWCAW to 
the east, and in the QUETICO to the north. Also, more people are beginning to show interest 
in non-mechanized recreation et VNP. Alternative I] does the best job of responding to those 
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issues/imterests. In addition, since there is a wilderness study (that had been previously 
directed), which has been completed but not yet been acted on, Alternative Il, in the opinion 
of the IWLA, most closely follows through on the way lands that are in consideration for 
wilderness status are to be managed. Finally, this would not interfere or be inconsistent with 
the charge that the Park serve both mechanized and non-mechanized uses. 


2. Alternative II also appears to aspire to a more realistic budget level, likely to accommodate 


most GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN GOALS (personnel, campsites, trails, visitor 
cemter, muki agency center, etc.) yet at the same time doing i without compromising VNP’s 
over arching original charges. 


Ahernative Ll, as well as the proposed action, emphasizes self-sustaining natural fisheries 


Akernative Il preserves the largest number of significant historical properties (47). 


PROPOSED ACTION - Possible Advantages: 


More resource protection than present. 
Inaiates an inventorying, monitoring, and research component (same as alternative II). 


Akernative I] moves the forest types more closely to the forest originally experienced ai the 
point of European settlement. Proposed Action includes more concem with respect to impact 
oo bur..ans. 


The proposed action will mvestigate the need for user fees, permits, and reservation 
Systems, rather than implement them as under ALTERNATIVE Ii. This approach at this 
stage in the life of the Park makes sense piven that it has not yet required entry perinits, 
reservations, or fees. The proposed stucy would gather important data that can be used to 


determine the fee/reservation/perma system that would best fit the needs of the park and its 
users. 


. The proposed action states that with adequate budget support, 280-320 campsites (all types) 


would be developed. While this is certainly preferable to ALTERNATIVE [Il (400), it is 
hard to make the call on this one based on our lack of feeling comfortable in our knowledge 
about whether or not the proposed action, or the more conservative Akernative [I (250-275), 
iS Most appropriate in the immediate years. 


Akernative II proposes fewer houseboats than are presently operating commercially. The 
slightly more liberal allowance under the proposed action appears to be reasonable. Sixty 
houseboats in cach basin, (50 commercial, and 10 private). The material did not state the 
methodology for the future review of these numbers. The EIS should state what 
process/protocols would be required before additional houseboats would be allowed. We 
did agree to 60 Houseboets (commercial) in Mediation and could honor that agreement 





| 7. Currently houseboats are permitted to dispose of gray water directly into the lakes, we 

recommend that this issue be reviewed and that the NPS work with the four commercial 
houseboat operators in an attempt to find a way to treat gray water before release, or use 
pump out. 


8. The proposed action does not order no wake zones in some shallow bays on the “large 
lakes”, and this is appropriate. The creation and use of a caution buoy sysiem may be an 
appropriate measure at this time. 


9. The proposed action would develop a mainland non-motorized recreational trail 
(summer/winter) between Kabetogama Lake and Ash River and that is a very good idea 


10. As previously mentioned, we favor elimination of float planes on the peninsula, except for 
the concession at Mukooda. However we would agrce to continuc the usage of float planes 
from the International Falls airport to the Kettle Falls hotel, and continue to allow 
commercial flights for sightseeing purposes using Crane Lake, ani, adding one area on 
Kabetogama Lake for such use. 


GENERAL COMMENTS 


1. The Izaak Walton League endorsed the concept of mediation, participated in and supported 
Mediation and throughout the process kept its member chapters informed of that process. 
The near consensus (13 - 2) Mediation proposal was supported item-by-item by the Izaak 
Walton League - Minnesota Division; there was no dissent recorded. This pout s made 
simply to put into the record of this proceeding our wish that much of the mediated areas of 
agreement be considered as options to what is currently on the table - the “proposed action.” 


| The Mediation proposal may not have represented “all the people in the world,” but it 
represented a heakthy cross section - a cross section of men and women in various interests 
who spent days and hours working together, sifting through facts, and reaching consensus on 
many issues. While we are supportive of the current process, and find that the proposed 

| Genera] Management Plan/V isitors Use Facilities Pian is in general a good document (with 
noted exceptions), it does seem a shame that the AGENCY did not use more of the mediation 
consensus/conclusions in the proposed action. 


2. We urge the NPS to integrate into the GMP/VUP the expressed ability to use flexible 
oversight as environmental, technologicai, and cultural changes and/or problems occur rather 
than stand on GMP/VUP circa 2000 for 10 - 15 yrs. 


On behalf of the Minnesota Division IWLA Lynne Olson, Dave Zentner, W) McCabe Chapter, 
Duluth Minnesota. 
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September 17, 2000 
Kabetogama Lake Association _ ,e 6 


#| No Wake Zones - We support the plan position that no wake zones will not be established. 
We are adamantly opposed to any change in N P S. position on this matter 


#2 Entry Fees - Opposed to entry fees, and feel the park should cancel the proposed study to 
implement a fee system and save the funds for other uses 


#3 Opposed to permit system for houseboats. We are opposed to the limitation of private 
emterprise outside of the park We are opposed to concession contracts for any business in the 
park If the number of houseboats is limited to 60 and the two current operators on the namakan 
basin fill the quota, nobody else would ever be able to enter this business in the park This is not 
fair competion in the tourism business, its protectionism It’s almost like giving an exclusive 
lifetime contract to two businesses in the park The proposed number for private houseboats is |0 
and is to low, according to comments ai the public input sessions, this number needs to be 
higher. 


#4 Floatplanes - We would like to see commercial floatplane use in and out of Kabetogama 
reestablished for a service to our guests and residents of the area. It was a traditional use of the 
park and should be again. 


#5 Special Use Zone - Opposed to the elimination of the special use zone on Kabetogama We 
would like to keep the special use zone for possible future events such as Radar runs, cross 
country ski races, Dog sled races, Kayak and canoe races, fishing derby’s, boat parades and other 
events We have several community members that are on the consultation group and have said 
that they were completely unaware that the elimination of the special use zone had even been 
discussed at the meetings Furthermore the Kabetogamsa Lake Assoc. and local resorters were 
also unaware of this situation and therefore could not comment on this in previous comment 
penods 


% New launches for Non Motorized users - We are opposed to separate areas solely for the use 
of non motorized launches, we feel that this could segregate motonzed and non motorized user 
groups that are both allowed to use the park on s equal basis. We would like to see the park 
information to users to help eliviate problems We recommend small areas alongside the boat 
ramps with less slope could be constructed for the canoes and kayaks at the existing sites without 
needing a whole new area. 








#7 Camping / Permit Reservation System - We would like to see only a limited percentage of 
campsites to be reservation only Our suggestion is that there be approximately 10 reservation 
sites on Kabetogama, Spread out evenly along the lake And if a reservation system is 
implemented we recommend that all sites, if unoccupied, be available to day use unti! 2 PM 
There is no reason to block day use of camp sites that could be possibly be open for days or even 
weeks at a time especially in the spring and fall when usage is low 


#8 Boats on Intenor Lakes (BOIL) - We support usage fees on intenor lake boats to help 
maintain the quality of the program by keeping equipment in good condition. We feel fees would 
also help improve the problem of people reserving boats and not using them, leaving others 
whom would like to, unable tc We would also like the number of boats in lakes increased We 
don’t think the use of an entire lake shall be limited to one canoe and two people like the current 
situation on Ek Lake and Shoepack etc. Boats should also be available on other lakes like 
Jorgenson etc 


#9 Water quality and hydrology - Page I-14 lists the problems, issues and concerns with respect 
to pollutants from motorized craft. We would like to point out that this section does include any 
information as to the new 2006 E P A standards for outboard motors that reduces pollution from 
outboard motors. These motors currently are on the market and many are already used 

the park. Also electric motors have been used for years and are 100% pollution free 
and should be also mentioned Due to the new 2006 standards, outboard motor pollution could 
actually be reduced in the future, and this fact should be mentioned in the final report 


#10 Day Use Sites - We support increasing the number of day use sites and would like this plan 
to be implemented nght away. 


#11 Back Country Trail Plan - We support construction of the summer hiking trails and would 
like to see the shoepack trail constructed first since we have been requesting this trail for years. 


#13 Primitive Area Camping - We are opposed to the four people per party maximum for 
primitive area camping. We recommend no limit on party size. There are many familys that 
would not even be able to camp together with a four person per party limit. 


#14 Visitor Centers - We would like to see the park pursue the muti-agency visitor center at 
Crane Lake and continue to improve and upgrade the exhibits at the other visitor ceniers. We 
would also like the park to add and develop additional informational and educational materials 
for visitors and the resort community as listed in section F 1.23. Examples are voyageur routes 
and history, native Americans history and current use of the area, interpretive guides fr boaters 
These materials would be very helpful in improving the visitor experience at the park. 


#15 Elisworth rock garden - Page I-153 lists the rock garden as one of the parks visitor 
destination areas. Page [-145 mentions the rock garden as a cultural landscape and that it has 
been approved in 1998 for a preservation treatment plan. Sine the rock garden is the #1 day use 
site in the Kabetogama area we would like to see the park include a schedule for restoration in 
the G.M _P. Also the site has been maintained by the resort community for many years and we 





LNAWALVLS LOA] TWLNGINNOMIANY LAV FHL NO SANAININO. 3g Wald VHD 








would also like to see a commitment from the park service in the GMP to start basic 
maintenance, like grass mowing and trimming, as soon as possible — 

ae LAKE ASSOCIATION 
9707 Garmma Road - Ray. Minnesota 56669 - Phone/Fax (218) 875-2621 





Sincerely, 
KABETOGAMA LAKE ASSOCIATION, INC. 


d f lH May 22,2000 


Lee Herseth, President - 
Barbara West, Superintendent 
i) | Voyageurs National Park 
3131 Hwy. 53 


International Falls, MN 56649 
Dear Ms. West: 


The Kabetogama Lake Association again reiterates their July 'Sthe 
1999 position in regard to commercial floatplane use in Voyageugs 
National Park. 


The use of floatplanes on Lake Kabetogama for the 
purpose of commercial scenic flights, as well as, 
fishing and camping trips into the interior lakes 
would be an asset to our tourism community. 





1. Flights may start out of the park and end in the 
park. 


2. Flights may start in the park and end out of the 
park. 
3. Flights may begin and end on Lake Kabetogama. 
Again any letter that the National Park Service receives from 


the Kabetogama Lake Association is to be regarded as the official 
position of the organization and its members. 


Sincerely, 


KABETOGAMA LAKE ASSOCIATION, INC. 


See Ahuotte 


Lee Herseth, President 
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Kec's Kove - 
10428 Gamma Road : 
Lake Kabetogama, MN 56669 4 - ole of 


September |, 2000 


#] No Wake Zonta - | support Ure plan posstice thet po wake zomes will not be catabushed 
| am adamantly opposed to ary change m NPS. position on ths matier. 


£2 Entry Fees - Opposed to entry fees, and fee! the park should cance! the proposed study to 
umplement a fee system and save the funds tor other uses. 


9) Opposed to perma symer for houseboats | am oppoesd to the immaatioe of private enterprise 
outesde of the park. | am opposed to concesswe coatracts for amy busmess m the park. If the 
number of houseboets ws limsed to 60 and the two current operators on the nameakan basin fill the 
quota, nobody cise would ever be able to enter ths business in the park The is not fas 
Competine wm the tounsm bussness, as protectiomem |t's almost like grving an exclusive hfetume 
contract to two businesses m the park. The proposed umber for private houseboats is 10 and is 
to low, according to comments af the public impul sessuons, the number needs to de higher. 


4 Fiostplenss - | would like to see commercial flostplane use m and out of Kabeiogams 
reestablished for s service to ow guests and resadents of the area it wes 8 traditional use of the 
park and should be agamn 


#5 Specanl Use Zone - Opposed to the elummanatioa of the special use s0ec on Kabetogama | 
would like to keep the special use z00r for possible fusure events such as Reder runs, cross 
Coumtry ski races, Dog sled races, Kayak and canoe races, fishing derby's, boat parades and other 
events. We have several communsy members that ere on the consultation group and have said 
thet they were completely unaware that the ehumeation of the special use zone bad even been 
dmcumsed af the mectungs Furthermore the Kabetoges.s Lake Assoc and ical resoriers were 
also unswere of ths situatioe aad therefore could not comment oe ths in previous comment 
penods. 


(6 New ieumches for Non Moturiand users - | am opposed to separate arene solely for the use of 
noe motorized launches | fer! thet thes could segregate motorued and aon motoruned user 
groups that are both allowed to use the park on e equal basis. | would like to see the part upgrade 
existing areas and provide better mgnage af the visitor centers and provide better formation to 
users to help eeviste problems | recommend small areas aloagsade the boat ramps wab ices 
slope could be constructed for the cances and bayaks af the existing sites wihoul aseding 0 
whole new area. 


ff Comping / Port Reservation System - | would like to see only 2 limined percentage of 
cCampeaes to be reservetwea onty My suggestive ws that there be approximatety |0 reservation 
sites on Kabstogama, Spread owt eveniy along the lake Aad if a reservation system 5 
umplemeated | recommend thet all s#es. if uncocupesd, be evailabie to day use until 2 PM 








There is no reason to block dey use of camp siex. tha: could be possibly be open for days or even 
weeks af a tume especisily in the spring and ‘al! when osage is low. 


#8 Boats on imenor Lata isi) - | mapper usage feos os menor lake boats to heip mauntain 
the quality of the program by berms, opagecom im good comdaion | feel fees would also heip 
improve the probiem of ceup'e reserving boats eed aot useng them, leaving others «tom would 
like to, unable to. | would also take the muender of boats in lakes increased | don't think the use 
of am entire lake shal] be lmaed to ore canst and Two peopie like the current sstuation on Ek 
Lake and Shoepack etc. Bows shvuld also 2 svaedic on other lakes like Jorgenson etc 


9 _Wesex quality and hydrology - Prye !-!4 ists the problem, issues and concerns with respect 
to polbutants from motormed czaft. | would like &) pow ut thet thas section does include any 
informatioe as to the new 2006 E.P.A standards for outboed motors that reduces pollution from 
outboard motors. These motors currently are on the market and maay are already used 

the park. Als: electric motors have been used for years and are 100% polhution free 
and should be also mentioned. Due to the new 2006 standards, outboard motor pollution could 
actually be reduced in the future. and ths fact should be meationed m the final report. 


#10 Dey Use Siees - | support increasing the number of day use sities and would like this pian to 
be unplemented right sway. 


fil) Beck Country Tras Plas - | support coastructios of the summer hiking trails and would like 
to see the shoepeck trail constructed first smmce we have been requesting thes trail for years. 


#1} Prmmdive Arca Camping - | am opposed to the four people per party maximum for prinarve 
ares campung. | recommend no limi on party size. There are many familys that would not even 
be able to cocap together with a fow persoa per party luna. 


#14 Viescs Comters - | would like to see the park pursue the muti-agency visitor center at Crane 
Lake and cogtinue to enprove and upgrade the exhsbés af the other visitor centers. | would also 
like the park to add and develop additional informatioas! aad educationa! materals {« vistors 
and the resort communsy as listed wm section F.| 2.3. Examples are voyagewr routes end history. 
mative Americans history end current use of the area, mterpretive guides for boaters listing the 
nature) and culture) sates along the shores, and imerpretive mghs along trails Ec. These maternals 
would be very beipful = unproving the vis@or expericace af the park. 


#15 Ellsworth rock garden - Page |-153 lists the rock garden as one of the parks vistior 
destination arces. Page |-|45 mentioas the rock garden es s cultural landscape and thet « hes 
been approved in 1998 for « preservation treatment plan Seance the rock garden 1s the #| dey use 
sie w the Kabetogame area | would like to see the part imchede a schedule for restoration m the 
G.M.P. Also the site has been maiamed by the resort community for many years and | would 
also like to see s commitment from the park service in the G.M.P. to start basic mamtenance, 
lke grass mowwg and trummang, as 8000 as possible 


AFA. 
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Author: “Jerry Maertens* <meertens@paulbunyan.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/23/2000 10:29 AM 

Norma) 

TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at MP-VOYA 

CC: “*Laddie Elwell" <oishec@northernnet .com> et NP-- INTERNET 


The Mississippi Headwaters Audubon Society (MHAS) consisting of approximately 
450 members in Worth-centra)] Minnesota, urges the National Park Service give 
serious consideration to Voyagers National Park Generel Management Plan - 
Alternative 2. MHAS would accept the Park Service ‘preferred plan" as « 
compromise. 
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lnsernanoani Falla Ms 56649 8904 


Deer wpenaerades: 4 esi 


On betel! of the Nenone! Parks Conservancs Associsnon “PC A) | subernt che following Commens on 
\ oyagewn Nemons) Part 1 Oref Genera Managemen Pian and b vronmente) impe: Sussemen for vou 
renee The Nauons. Parts ( onsrrvence Ass sce 6 Amerncs | only prveer nogprofr mre 
orgamzauee Gedacated solely w the prowcnos of tr |) S Nenana! Part S) seem founded w 19/9 KPCA 
Ourreesty has 450 000 member mx heading approwemee') 9 000 memben » Minnesoe 


The Newone! Pats Conservenon Assoc wnon genersity euppors GMP Anrrastve ) as the most hike!) © 
Promow the jong «cree susuuastality of \ ovageun Nenons! Part 4 hougt A leernatee . and othe: 
Proposed emerasi: ve. ux tedung the preferred aiternanve mcorporsic some very good managemars 
concepts such as promoung bette: parmersheps wih getreny Compramuurs and supporung Carrying (apex ify 
Studees, NPCA beterves @e GMP falls shor  severs! respecu The plas can br serengthened by 

ex orporstag changes vio the tex! of the GMP and by making 0 Comurutmerm w subsequest a uons the 
clanfy bow crucsa) management decss0es ell be made SPC A eri! cutie proposed changes » subsequens 
pergren, 


SPCA Omecures for }crnpencs Nemonel Park 

MPCA = very concerned shout the funge of Voyagews Navona! Part. caprcualty how the NPS eo)! proeect 
recommmraded wiiderues: areas anc manage motorized uses wits ‘he part NP * bids the foliowing 
otyecuves fer \ oyageurs Nenone! Part 


i The cxusnng eiderness recorumendanos showk’ be forwarded w ( ongress ow the alternstive 6 are 
wikderness study 1 comssdered ass subsequent ecucs wire w fertherance of the genera! 
RARAGTUS puss 


2 W ddrreces resources and vahues are recagnaned am. preeerved 


5 Entmg eeornzed use erther \ ovageun Nenone! Part sre cveheperd according © @ mmpacts upon pat 
resources end the cxpenenace of part «tor 


4 Parmervngg: brreers + cvagren “\sucme Pet am erghbo mg (anwmesne: wt wrengtwerd ‘Ww 
Neneasi Part Service ecvvely pursues apportuneies thet enhance pubix apprecienas of the part + 
eeter. clase and bestorice! resoerce: Thr SPS alee ac bee!) prommoer: alternen+e use and 
eccees @ areas outsede part boundane eter ovnueblr dom muggesn end avers wr. alirs oe 
Pressure of pert resowces © danger 


5 The Newona! Part Service ws abte t estabhah s beseia of resow ur ead vumor dew thei el) guste 
weragermes ér wsoms and Asthe the Ow NPS xingn «: mmengerrere wo bey oss ier dom 


6 he (sewers: Meangerasm Paso resowce cnemed The oo<alied due! mandee of thr Memos Pert 
Servece Gor: not eet lanerpretsmos of the (game Ac) by beg ewthores bes few, semend the: 
revere managrmre: © the prumery respomibulst) of the \ arene Part Servae 


7 Types wevete end toc steams of sito wee em cet are (omdsnons ant “eames hesed 





The “PS show umluaze wformenon from carrying Capectty studees and \ ERP 

Scoennfx ovformauon abtamed troug? the inventoryimg anc mommonng praces: ©!) gusde 
m\ only resource managemem by! vismor accet and use dr OTe 

Adaprrve managemen wil be an eseenna! NPS too) 
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wtngra Managemen: fiat ty hucremene 

Kw evdem Get te Nemo Part Service hes usken steps in the GM? i menumuae its exesting resources 
and reach oul to partnes im order to mec’ ut full powentus! ase nemone park awit NPC A recogmres the 
following arcas where he SP hes chown + ae mnovenor and ieaderthe 


I Te GMP empeasizes pertrenag eu govemmermal educations! ant (omerurry ences 


2 The NPS snd the Visor Use and Facsnes Plan Advisory Group have xdxsted ; strong comemmtment to 
CASTING CApec iy studecs and the impiememianor of \ FBP os 6 mamagemen wo. 


3 Thr COMP Contaans @ Clea: Comenstmen to cxpanding nvemorving and momioring and rewarh acne ines 
w@... \ oyageurs Nevone! Park 


‘4 Te GMP (onsams language the: shows the “PS recognaes the mmponame of ecosytiem managemen and 
| teukages to the BWCAW 


encre: Managemen: Pian Defences 

While the NPS took strong steps w some areas took some very crite) risus off the table for 
comsidersvon w the GMP While the GMP lays ow many items for publa revere i eflectvely wees 
widererss managemen and the porenus! benmng of motorized uses wir the pert off the bic Whee hw 
publx cas assess neues addressed in te (MP a uoms ignored o drisved a0 heaves profownd umpe) oF 
Ow fue of \ oyageurs Namone! Part te addon dec uwsons regarding deve iopmerm of visitor fac ites ars 
reguisuor of mowrurd use and access ws the part eribow adequate de are pp wes 8 brs. emt 
wreapoms.bie «work NPC 4 recogmzes the foliow ing as areas where ingrovemen 6 required 


1 The GMP fails to re -evenmer existing snowmobile esr imc hadig locamors and bevels in addition the UMP 
makes: premerer ¢vahmooe of othe: Tweorurd seer mb as bowerbues netpenrs wn 
wenorhos desper cv deuce of resowce Gamage ond unpesmnes of thr vento expenencr 

Nerows o1s@r. parncuisers mercury depoaman and othe: worn byprode ts arget ee!) impe’ 
wrresne) and equa wiidiile The GMP canees ozone and perucwisers are part probierns as 
ore cehaed eflecu of moeaan 

Mosoraed we argetve!) anpact the feeding neering and repos +t Cape urs 0! anes 
wach as wo'ven betd cagies inom ‘yn and some fish ‘hee corm anems caffe: reget 
e7pece frome ner ceused by mmenn Moee enw (aru long desta e: Smoeunbie mor 
can carry as fer os wen mules 

Much of \ cyagras ‘etm Part amd ol) evidermee evens) ome mere ( ines | aw quale) 
Macaca tn 

Savemptnies aad mosrtnen « 2 troduce Chom qprces mah os purple incersente and 
berncee mreifou 

Mingsuos © mpuffices bec auer enpect mw be enevoiebe and wreveriibts “eamthery of 
vemor oflec we « 0 rremngion cnaderd 

Wiidibte qxovermmem wen fice end ee Curren fe ac recogear erufk i bowndarws 
“\hereiore “wenagemew rome: oe ony weneral!) br ints! and the pert) euiderores 
Sanemhry may not wely br preserved 

NPS lee and polw me um hedemg \ cyagrurs enahing iegsioncn amis lew the moe ee 
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3. The GMP overemphasizes vismor experneace versus resource protccuon goals 


P.O. Box 64 
4. The GMP fails to adequately meegrate the “Voyageur Expenence” wo management dwecuves. Orr, Minnesota 55771 
5. The GMP fails t exacume separsnon of uses as 2 schubon to visitor conflict. 
October 10, 2000 

NPCAS {Slats “ ne Gi? Deficienci 
NPCA suggests the NPS should conssde: the followmg actions whea preparing the Fina) GMP/EIS to 
srengthen the plea Voyageurs National Park 
1. The GMP should insert the following language into the desired furure co dinoas section ~The part's General Management Pian 

wiidermess resources. values. aad charectenshics are unumpaired aad its suitability for wuiderness 3131 Highway $3 

dengnabon remams uncweuneshed.” International Falls, Minnesota 56649 
2. Subsequeat plansung acnons should mclude a wilderness mamagement plan for recommended wilderness +? 

areas, if not addressed ia th pramstive/teckcountry plan, 2 winter use plan, and an aur tour Dear Sirs: 

management plea. Reduc! 20 of eheransnos of motorized uses within the park should be 

considered and thoroughly evalusied in these subsequent plans. As the VNP was intended in the beginning to bring over | 000,000 visitors to our area to enjoy 
2 ounnenss ——- . — = the park and to help bring economic development to the area, we feel it has failed. 


Nanoaal recommended wiiderness ; 
ne = As for making any more changes, we feel the Park should continue including snowmobiling, 
4 Congress should appropriate $1 mulloa, or sufficient funds, for VERP/carrying Capacity sauces. boating and housebosting. It is a very large area and there is room for all of it. 


5. There should be unmunem WERP research and umplementanon upoo securing funding. WE feel the B.W.C_A. was designated for wilderness and canocing #' * vhould be kept there. 
6. The NPS should cunsider rotaung uses at designated campsites to lessen visitor impeci during peak use 


penods, at leasi unt! further VERP data ss available. — | 
7. The NPS should engage m sdapuve management based on evolving scseanfic an’ visstor unformenca, 


& The NPS should practice tegrated management, recognazing the artific ia! neture of “management areas” of Evelya 
“management zones”. 


9. When in question, NPS should resolve conflicts in favor of resource protection. Fasbure io act may be seen 
a8 an acton subject to review, of particular concera when NPS failure to act may unpas park 
resources wdeatified as recommended wiiderncas. 


10. The NPS should actively pursue, develop aad help mnpiemnent cooperative agreements on mayor partnenng 
watiatrves. Such cooperative agreements should delineate the roles aad responsibilities of cach 
partner, in addition to clear goals and objectives. 














S Thank you for your sttennoa to these comments. If you have queshoms, you can reach me at 651 735 8008. 
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= Sincerety, & 
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S Lon Nelson z 

= Regrons! Director < 
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Park Poms Resort .- i @¢ & be 
10498 Wakz Road chert. 2 aw 2] 
Ray, MN 56669 


September 1", 2000 


#1 No Wake Zomes - | support the pian position thet go wake zoees will not be established. 
| am adamantly opposed to any change in NPS. position on this matter. 


#2 Extry Fees - Opposed to entry fees, and feei the park should cancel the proposed study to 
implement a fee system and save the funds for other uses. 


#3 Opposed to perma system for howsebosts, | am opposed to the limitatios of private enterprise 
outmde of the park. | am opposed to concession contracts for amy business in the park. If the 
mumber of houseboats is limited to 60 and the two current operators on the namakan basin fill the 
quota, nobody else would ever be able to enter this business im the park. This is not far 
competion im the tourtsm busmess, ts protectionssm. [t's almost like giving en exchusive lifetime 
comtract to two busmnesses im the park. Ths proposed sumber for private houseboats is |() and is 
to low, according to comments af the public input seasions, this number meeds to be higher. 


#4 Flostplunes - | would like to see commercial floatpiane use im and out of Kabetogams 
reestablished for a service to ary guests and residents of the area. ht wes a traditional use of the 
park and should be agam 


#5 Special Use Zome - Opposed to the eliménation of the special use zone on Kabetogama | 
would like to keep the special use zone for possible future events such as Rader runs, cross 
country ski races, Dog sled races, Kayak and cance races, fishing derby's, boat parades and other 
events. We have severa! community members that are on the consultation group and have seid 
that they were completely unaware thet the ctimenation of the special use zoae had even been 
discussed af the moctings. Furthermore, | was also unsware of thes sttuntioe and therefore could 
20( comment oa this in previous comment periods. 


6 New launches for Non Motoriaad users ~ | am opposed to separate areas solely for the use of 
noe motorized launches, | feol that this could segregate motored and ace motored user 
groups that are both allowed to use the park on a equal basis. | would like to see the park upgrade 
existing areas and provide better signage at the visitor centers and provide better informatioe to 
users to help elvinte problems. | recommend small areas aloaguide the boat ramps wath less 
slope could be constructed for the canoes and kayaks st the existing sites without needing 8 
whole aew area. 


#7 Comping / Perse Reservation System - | would like to see only a limited percentage of 
campetes to be reservatios caly. My suggsstioe is that there be approximately |0 reservation 
wtes co Kebstogama, Spread out evenly along the lake. And if s reservation system 
implemented | recommend that all sites, if unoccupeed, be available to day use until 2 PM. 





ALG 


There is no reason to block day use of camp sites that could be possibly be open for days or even 
weeks at a time especially in the spring and fall when usage is low. 


#8 Bosts on Imenor Lakes (BOIL) - | support usage fees on mtcrior lake boats to heip maintam 
the quality of the program by keepmng equipment m good condition | feel fees would also help 
improve the problem of people reserving boats and not using them, leaving others whom would 
like to, unable to. I would also like the sumber of boats in lakes increased. | don't think the use 
of an entire lake shall be lamated to one canoe and two people like the current situation on Ek 
Lake and Shoepack etc. Boats should also be svailabie on other lakes like Jorgenson etc 


#2 Water quality and hydrology — Page I-14 lists the problems, issues and concerns wath respect 
to polhuants from motorized craft. | would like to pow out that this section does include any 
mformation as to the new 2006 E.P.A standards for outboerd motors that reduces pollution from 
outboard motors. These motors currently are on the market and many are already used 
throughout the park. Also electric motors have been used for years and are 100% pollution free 
and should be also mentioned. Due to the new 2006 standards, outboard motor pollution could 
actually be reduced wm the future, and thus fact should de mentioned in the final report. 


#10 Day Use Sites - | support increasing the number of day use sities and would like this plan to 
be mplemented right away. 


#1) Back Cousery Trail Pies - | support construction of the summer haking trails and would like 
to see the shoepack trad constructed first since we have been requesting this trail for years. 


#13 Prendive Arce Camping - | am opposed to the four people pet party maximum for prunaive 
area camping. | recommend no lim# on party size. There are many familys that would aot even 
be able to camp together with a four person per party ima. 


#14 Visitor Centers - 1 would like to see the park pursue the amti-agency visitor center at Crane 
Lake and continue to mmprove and upgrade the exhsbéts at the other visitor centers. | would also 
like the park to add and develop addiiogal mformational and educations! materals for vistors 

and the resort community as listed in section F.1.2.3. Examples are voyagew routes and hastory, 
native Americans history and current use of the area, mterpretive guides for boaters listing the 

would be very helpful m mmnproving the visitor experience at the park. 


#15 Ellsworth rock garden - Page I-53 lists the rock garden as onc of the parks visitor 
destination areas. Page |-145 mentions the rock garden as a culural and that « hes 
been approved m 1996 for e preservation treatmest plan Since the rock garden is the #] day use 
sie wm the Kabetogama area | would like to see the park inchudle a schedule for restoration m the 
G.M.P. Also the ste hes been maimtained by the resort community for many years and | would 
also like to see a commitment from the park service m the G.MLP. to start basic mamienance, 
like grass mowing and trimming, es s008 as possidie. 
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August 21, 2000 


Voyageurs Nationa] Park 
General Management Pian 
3131 Highway 53 
International Falls. MN 
$6649-8904 


Att: Ms Kathleen Przbyiski 
Dear Ms. Przbyiski 


We are writing on behalf of the Rendezvous Yacht Club concerning the Voyageurs National Park 
General Management Pian, which is currently available for public comment. The Rendezvous 
Yacht Club is an international organization, which has approximaiely 40 members from both the 
Unsted States and Canada. Our membership is mainly from International Falls/Fort Frances but 
has members hailing from ports from Minneapolis to Thunder Bay, Ontario, and even as far as 
Vancouver BC and Phoenix, AZ. Our objective is simple; “to promote sailing, good 
seamanship and good sportsmanship among sailors on Rainy Lake, and to collect and distnibute 
information related to these ends”. As a result, we are pleased to provide you with some 
information on sailing on Rainy Lake and our comments on the General Management Pian. 


The club has been existence since the early 1970's and members have been pleased to be able to 
freely navigate the waters of Minnesota and Ontario in pursuit of our objective. Sailing on Rainy 
Lake involves day sailing on small centre board dingy's, overnight cruising in the local waters on 
keel boats with cabins, and racing on a variety of boats from sailboards io 30 footers. Whatever 
the form of sailing in which members and other sailors engage, there is a common thread to their 
pursuit; enjoyment of the natural environment and the beautiful scenery of Rainy Lake, on both 
sides of the border. Sailors are able to enjoy Rainy Lake in her variety of moods over the 
seasons. We sail in all weather from the early spring snow squalls to the fair winds and beautiful 
fall colours. In the summer, we sail under spinacker under beautiful summer skies and under 
reefed sailings in easterly gales that send all other vessels to shore. Of course, we scrambie to 
safe waters in our powerful Rainy Lake thunder storms. 


Our involvement with Voyageurs National Park precedes the formal establishment of the park 
itself. A number of our weekend regattas travel through International Waters, in whole or in part 
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im areas of the park. These regattas inchude Sandpoint Island, which traveis around the island, 
whuch is an Ontano Provincial Park, the Mermaid Rock Race, which traverses the islands 
spanmung the border, and the Kettle Falls Regatta, the mosi presngsous regatta on the lake. 


The Kentie Falls Regatta begins west of the park, and travels through both Amencan and 
Canadian Waters and finishes ai Kettle Falls. For new sailors, the Kettle Falls Hotel and 
associated park infrastructure may be their first exposure to Voyageurs National Park. As we 
travel towards our goal of reaching Kettle Falls - sometimes a gruciing 40 mile beat into the 
wind, and sometimes an casy spinacker run of 25 miles under far westerly winds - there is little 
difference between the American and Canadian side of the border. We are able to enjoy the pine 
shores and the loons regardiess of thew natonalhity. 


Of course, following the Kettle Falls Regatta, and other times during the year, sailors venture into 
the south arm of Ramy Lake. Often, the destination is Kettle Falls or Anderson Bay or the 
Kawewia isiand in the Kempton Channel. Often, we te up at the docks which the park 
Maintains, but frequently we anchor to the rugged shoreline in carapsites tha! may only be tenable 
in quiet winds of a particular direcuon. Sometimes, these destinations are not planned, as the 
wind has forced us sway from our preferred destination. Houseboat sites are typically of no use 
to the satIboats, as the fixed keeis need deep water to anchor. We typically anchor on shorelines 
with a 5-10 foot drop off, and stay on shore for supper or a evening campfire, returning to the 
boats to sleep. We have low umpact on these campsites, as they may only be used once, under 
favourable conditions. We use only dead wood for fires. These are typicaily sites that no one cise 
would use, unless there was a dock. 


With regards to the General Management Pian, we would iike to offer the following comments. 


1. We are pleased that you have recognized sai] boats as non-motonzed use. While we do have 
motors, they are only used im the case of no wind or for anchoring. We would suggest 
thal you encorporste some commentary on sailboat use of the park on the secon on non- 
motonzed use on page |- 156, and other sechons where applicabie. As you have sisted to 
one of ow members, sailboats are not housebosts and should noi be included in any 
regulsnon affecting houseboats. We requesi that you provide wnitien assurance thai 
sailboats will not be considered as houseboats. 


2. We are opposed to lumuting the use of non-dengnated sites for anchonng. This would severely 
limit our use of the park to the poin: where we would probably use Canadian sites, whach 
are not regulated and whuch are just as scene. Having to reserve campsites in advance 1s 
not feasible, as our ability to reach a gyven site 1s governed by the natural elements, such 
as wind and weather. 


3. We are opposed to any user fees. Fees are not consistent with free navigation of internahonel 
Waters, and gven the level of service provided are not warramted We are not requesting 


any additonal services be provided, and in fact some believe these waters are over 
patrolled to the pount of degrading the expenence of visiting Rainy. Adjacent areas of 
Minnesota and Ontano do not impose fees, as the managernent of these areas 1s paid 
Cwough regular tax revenues. 


4 The Kettle Falls Hotel should remain in operation as it is the end point of the Kettle Falls Regatta 
and several sailboat cruises during the year. We try to patronize the operation when we 
are in the south arm and have found the current service to be great. The Anderson Bay 
and Kawawia docks are important safe havens in a storm, and we would encourage you lo 


in summary, sailing has a long tradition on Rainy Lake, and the Rendezvous Yachi Club, with 
members from both the United States and Canada, s pleased to be able to enjoy the natural 
beauty afforded by Voyageurs National Park. Sailing is a sport that is non-consumpuve and 
non-poliuting We would like to contnue to be able to freely navigate in he park and to do so 
with a mirumum of regulation. We encourage you to adopt policies that allow for our continued 
use of the park, consistent with international Treaties, and with no umposiuon of user fees or 
reservations. The Kettle Falis Hotel and existing dock sites at Anderson Bay and Kawawia 
Island should Je mauntained 


Yours truly, 
W. Colin Hewitt, R.P-F. Jack Bartien, PE. Dianne Wessels 
. Past Commodore Past Commodore Member 
Rendezvous Yacht Club Rendezvous Yacht Club Rendezvous Yacht Club 
621 Third St. W Box 1240 4321 County Rd 90 E. 
Fort Frances, Ontano Internauvonal Falls, Minnesota Internatoonal Falis, Minnesota 
P9A 3BS $6649 $6649 
807-274-2775 218-285-7409 218-283-1060 
weh/jb'dw: 
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Rocky Poss Resor 
10502 Gaamens Rows 
Ray, MIN 56669 


September 1", 2000 


*-3 Ge wn i 3 


tLNo Wake Zones - | suppor the pian positioe thet ao wale zones will aot be coabiebed, 
| am edeenestty opposed to amy chaags = NPS. postions on ths matter 


#2 Eatry Fees - Opposed to entry fees, and fei the park should cancel the propossd study to 
waplement « fee symem and ssve Uc fands for other uses. 


©) Oppoend tw pares system for bowesbosss, | em opposed w the masta of privete exterpre 
ovemde of the part. | am opposud to comcemsine contracts for amy busmess wm the part |f the 
mambe: of housshosts s lnéed to 60 and the two casTent Operators oa the anmmkan besm fill the 
quota, sobody elss would ever be able to cuter thes business im the park The » not fe 
commpation m@ the tourmmm bummess, @s protections ht's almost likes grving an exchuerve bistume 
comtract to Teo bunmenses im ths part. The proposed aumber for prrese houssboats s | and o 
to low, according to commrats ai the public mput seesioes, the mauber aseds to be higher 


4 Flostpienes - | would lke w me commerc) flostpinne vse m and out of KLabstogams 
reestablished for a service to ary guests and ressdents of the aves |i wes 2 traditional use of the 
part end should be agem 


€5 Special Use Zoee - Opposed to the chanmatice of the speczal use ser cn Kabstogema | 
would like to keep the special use zone for possible future events such as Redes runs, cross 
country ski races, Dog sied races, Kayak and cance races, fishing derby's, boat parades and other 
events. We have several commmundy meunbers that are oa the commutation group and have said 
thet chery were cOmpienrty uneware thet the chenanetioe of the space. uar some hed evea bere 
d@ucussed at the mectings Purthermore, | wes also unsware of the situate end therefore could 
a0 COmmmesS on thes m previous commea! penods. 


(6 New eueches for Now Metorined users - | exe opposed to separate areas solely for the use of 
aoe motorimed launches, | feel that thus could sageegate motormed end aos motormed user 
groups that ave both allowed to use the part on s equal bass | would like to see the part upgrade 
qusting ares aad provide better agnage af the visstor centers and provide better mformation to 
users help elrviete probiema | recommend amal] areas aloagads the boat ramps wath less 
siope coutd be constructed for the cance: and kayeks af the custing sites without! aending 6 
whok acw area 


€) Comping / Pores Reservation System - | would like to see caly s imnited percentage of 
Campahes to be reservetioa only My suggestioe « Gust there be approximately | 0 ressrvetoe 
snes ca Kabstogema, Spread ow eventy alvag the nke Aad if 5 reservation symiem 0 
umplemeated | recommend that aff sites, of wnccocupesd, be svailnble to dey use wat 2 PM 





AF 


There ms m0 reasoa to block day use of camp sites that could be poamibby be open for days or even 
weeks at a Umee especially m the spring aad fell when usage s low 


8 Bosta on latenor Lakes (BOM) - | sapport usage foes on mserior inke boats to help mamtam 
the quality of the program by Keepang equipment m good cond@ioa | feel fees would also beip 
umprove the probiem of people reserving boets and aot usmg them, leaving others whom wouk 
like to, unable to. | would also like the qumber of boats m lakes mcreased. | don‘! thunk the use 
of an catwe inke shall be nmmed t0 car canoe and two people like the Curremt sttuation oa Ex 
Lake and Shoepack etc. Boats should also bs evesindte ca other inkes like Jorpemeve cic 


2 Water quality sod bydroingy - Page |-|4 iets the problems, meues and concerns wah reapeci 
to polhaants fom motorised craft. | would bike to poem out that ths sectioa does include any 
miormatioa os to the ase 2006 EPA sandards for outboard motors thet reduces poi ioe fom 
owtboard saotors. These sactors uurremtty ave on the market and marry ave already used 
thyoughout the part. Also electric motors have been used for years and are | 00% polka free 
and should be also mentioned Dve to the mew 2006 standards, outboard motor pollution could 
actually be reduced m the fsure, and thes fect should be mentioned 2 the final report. 


#10 Day Use Sis - | support imcrensing the mamber of day use sites and would like thus pina 10 
be muplememed ngit swey 


- | suppor coastructice of the summer biking treds and would bhe 
to see the shoepack wail coastructed first since we heve been requesting thes trai for years. 


€1) Prmetive Area Camping - | am opposed to the fow people per party maximum for prumtive 
ares campeng | recommend ao imi oa pasty scm. There are many familys that would not even 
be abbe to camp together wath s fow persoe per party lrac. 


214 Visigos Camears - | would like to ase the pert pursue the amsti-egency visor comer ot Crane 
Lake end comtimss to muprove ane upgrades the exhibits af the other visstor centers | would also 
bike the park wo add and develoy additioes) mformationn! and educatinen! maternis for vesiors 
and the resort community as luted m section F.| 2 3. Examples ere voyageu rowes and hustory. 
aatre Americans hestory end cuvent use of the area, mterpretive guedes for boserrs hmg the 
asturel and culbaral sites along ths shores, and mterpretive mghs along treis Ex. These matensis 
would be very helpéel s improving the visto: experwace at the park. 


415 Edeworth mck : niep - Page |-153 lists the rock garden os one of the parks visitor 
destination areas. Pags |- 145 mentioas the rock garden as o cultura) nadrcupe and thet 1 hes 
bese approved m | 996 for s preservetice treatment plan Simor the rock gardes = the §) day use 
eae @ ths Kabstogems ares | would like to ese the part mciade » schedule for restorstice m the 
GAP. Also the site has besa maimtaimed by the resort community for many year; and | would 
also like to see e commmétment fom the park service m the GMP. © saxt bask mamtenance, 
like gress mowing end trimming, 0s s008 as posmbis. 
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August 10. 2000 


Voyagen “enone: Pert 
ener Venagemers Pme 
3131 Highway 53 
insernanonel alta Wh 56609 


The Seaptane Pilot Assocastion (SPA) repressnung the rasrest of over ’ 300 senptene pct: anc owner. 
reepectfuity sstena the foliowmg comnenm on the V oyagers axonal Part Draft Gener) Maneyamen 
PunEavwonmentni lenpeci Sesssmew 


SPA has serous conceres show! ARernatrve ) (as sarnmanzed = Tabts 6 of the Draf Genera) Management 
Pen bas romente nagect Sesame; The alternate caters ot te Gesure: of s cnasd member of part 
eer) by ‘upamg mechenued access & the mer no pornoes of i part. apparent fe perety eruhet x 
ressons bp the procem these aheragive: tun “aw “avonei Pert eo “thes” “atone Part 


Anernapve } and the Proposed Acucs art less obyacuonebts byl the proposed unpiemencsnas of wee fees 
and anposmos of access wnasiions Caves Concern even though theses chamges art noi propesed (ye!) for 
wepiEres 


‘The Seaptane Pitot 4 seocwat soe advocetm sherwng of ashene/ resources. ehether thon resowurs art 
wmerwey) mrweyi tends or parts We agrer het thow seat img sodsends and Quest showid be abr wo find 
@ bet wath | 000 000 acres of soisade and qua nght nex! door @ te Boundary Water (amor Areas 
realty eecessary to add another 2 | 6.000 acres of soimede and quest m Vc. agers Netonel Part”? We dos) 
(haa Ge! « 0 rensonabte prepesmoe Seapien: pst. Gurwen and mewmobic epermen ar cquaih 
esate’ w access ow agtsone) resources These modes of access emabie the magoriy of Amencam | thoer 
eahow @e ume phytecal abibty of mesrent @ uevetmg by Canes o fect) we enyy ow Nenenel Parts 
There = plenty of soi@tede and quect w the Boundary Weer: Canoe Area Lal's iseve Voyager: Nenone! 
Part apes for ati of us tw engoy by Checemg ARernatve | [or management of he part 


Trani vow for the opparmeniry to proved meat on the onpertes oom 
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Methor: Michael Sares 
Dete. 99/22/2000 1:29 ™ 
Boreal 


Dear Super istendent west 
Me sre pleased to subsit comments om the June. 2000 Graft General 
Plan 


(@e) and Environmental Iepect Statement (EIS) for Voyegeurs Bet ional 
Park. These 

comments are offered on behalf of the over 16,000 Sierre Club eeumbers in 
Rinnescts— 

we appreciate your willingness to extend the comment pericd, twice, to 


Our asin concern regarding the management of Voyegeurs Betional Park is 
the 


thet 

unique qualities for which the perk was established are protected and. 

where necessary. 

restored. Chief emceg cur concerns it the protection of the natural 

resources within the 

park, eo thet future generations asy continue to enjoy and learn fros 

thes. This goal is 

clearly steted in the federal ects establishing U.S. nations] parks and 

in the enabling act 

or Bational Park in Minnesota. While recrestion is « 

critics] elemest in the 

enjoyment of Voyeguers, es a1] naticusl] parks, it cannot occur st the 

expense of the 

natural resources that first quslified thes for designation as « 

national perk. Preservation of the park's resources will not preclude 

Se ee ee oe = ee ae 
use cal for in both the Proposed Actica and Alternative 2), 
we wieh for thi 

the goa) 


| 


H 


8. orgenizetion's missioe statement 
of encouraging “the enjoyswent* of the natural world. 
public enjoyment 
public use as the quality of *te 


. Fesource preservation will certeinly increase 
and likely 
is improved. 


the netural resource values of Voyageurs is clearly 


Sid 
3 


i 


i 
| 


this is entirely appropriate. More iaportastiy, it 


Fah 

it 
c 
if 


eteff's commitment to deta collection thet will 


| 
=. 
i 


future research and understanding of cur naturel world. We want to 
you 
ané your eteff for their commitment in this eres. 
we 


Alternative 2 as the best plan for sustaining the unique 
gifts of VaP. While 
the “Proposed Action* closely resembles that alternative. there ere some 
significant 
exceptions which we would like to diecuss. In eddition, there are some 


areas of 

Alternstive 2 to which we would suggest some aodificaticns. Our 
specific comments 

follow: 


1. Threstened or Endangered Species ipage 1-79) - The state of Miamescts 


is poised to 

eGopt & senegewest ples for the grey wolf thet. is effect, is an open 

season ce wlves. 

This will trigger federel ection toward removing a1! feders] protect ices 
tor wolves. 

went to urge the Metions] Perk Service to costinue their tredition of 

providing refuge to 

enieels otherviee threatened by the ections of busams. It will be years 
before the iapect 


of the stete’s eanegement ples is understood. “We urge thet even if 
teGerel threatened 

Status for the wolf is lifted. the perk coetiaue to identify and protect 
{rom bummer 

Gisterbance criticel wolf bebitet, such es Gen, rendesvous. aad bunting 
sites. This aay be 

critical te the survive] of the wolf in Minnesota, should the state's 
extreme approect to 

wolf manegement plan result in excessive killing of wolves. 


2. Porest & Fire Menegement ipege I-80) - Me prefer Alternative 2. which 


emphes.ses 

restoring the neturei fire regias end attaining seture)] forest age and 
type diversity as 

rapidly es possible Se would like to encourage the BPS to seek out 
opportunities to 


meanegemer = ec hn. ques. 
eveileble resources in this effort and to help 





il 


3. Bowuseboste ipege 1-64) - We want to euphasise cur support of 

ve 2 a6 being 

critical to the continved protection wv! the shorelines and water quality 
withia the park. tn 

perticuler. we Believe the requiremem of sanitetion comp) iance 
certificates (eleo called 

for in the Proposed Action) is essential 


4. Pleatplenes (page 1-64) - “e prefer Alternative 2; which 

Giecontiaues commercis) 

fleetplene use in the park end allows for privete flest plane use only 
Thie 


More generally, we believe the discussion of air traffic in this Ge is 
premeture. it is our 
vaderstanding thet the Bationel Perks Air Towr Manegewent Act of 2000 


nnm@etes the 
establishment of an Air Tour Menagement Plan (ATHP) for each individue!l 
Buch 6 


sir treffic needs to be broadened beyond ‘fixed-wing’ aircraft to 
e@drees the verious 

forwe of sircreft currently eveilable to the public and to anticipete 
new forus of persone) 





AG | 
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aircraft that may be developed during the 20 year period covered by the 
ar. 


S. Mo-Wake Water Area (page I-85) - We believe the Proposed Action will 
Geliver a 

better outcome than Alternative 2, through brochures and outreach 
programs that focus on 

boating etiquette. Sducation is key. If tco many areas are named, 
enforcement would be 

problematic, and posting each one could as#ount to sign pollution. We 
believe it is better 

to focus sign and enforcement efforts in the gost critical areas, which 
would include: 

King Williams Narrows, Mamakan Narrows, Sullivan Bay entrance from Lake 
Kabetogama., and Blind Ash and Daley Bays. 


6. Monmotorized Use Area (page I-85) - We prefer Alternative 2 as the 
plan best suited to 

maintain the original intent of the park and protect the natural 
resources and quality of 

visitor experience in the interior areas. However, we sust state again 
our continued 

opposition to the Chain of Lakes snowmobile tr7il. 


7. Backcountry Trail Area (page I-89) - We prefer the Proposed Action 
option, with the 

following exceptions: To the proposed summer foot trails we would add 
extending the 

trail from Little Shoepack Lake on to Shoepack Lake. However, if that is 
done, we would 

prohibit floatplane access into Shoepack Lake because of its unique 
wilderness aspect, 

and because it is too small to accommodate both air and foot access. We 
believe the 

possibility of a hut-to-hut system in the park should not be ruled out 
tor the future. 


8. Snowmobile access - The current level of snowmobile activity in VNP 
is beyond the 

existing capability of the NPS to monitor and control. The wPS should 
study the overall 

impact of snowmobiling in the park. Until the NPS can develop 
enforceable regulations. 

enowncobile access should be limited to the groomed, major lake trails 
and safety 

porteges. One concern of this study should focus on speed limits and the 
physical safety 

of both sled and foot traffic, especially for lake trails. 


Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the General Management 
Plan. 


Sincerely, 


Ginny Yingling 
Conservation Committee 
Worth Star Chapter, Sierra Club 


cc. Sierra Club Morth Star Chapter Executive Committee 
Scott Elkins, Director, Morth Star Chapter 
Brett Smith, Chair, Morth Star Chapter Conservation Committee 








VOYAGAIRE HOUSEBOATS 


7576 GOLD COAST ROAD - CRANE LAKE. MINNESOTA $5725 - 218-993-2333 - 800-88-BOATS 
October 19, 2000 


ne 


Oeer Barbera West 


This is a letter for public comment t address one of our concerns with the proposed Voyegeurs 
Nations! Park managemert plan. 


As per ou conversation we are at this time and in the figure plan to operate 35 housebosts in 
the Voyegeus Netonsi Perk. We also understand Ebel's Housebosts is operating 3 minimusn of 
22 housebosts with wrenediete plans for eqersion. This means thet at least S7 commerdal 
housebosts wil be operating in this basin in 2001 and the fae. 


We ave please to note thet there will be no probiem in correcting your error in the number of 
Commerce! hovsebos.s that wil be operating in this basin in the management plan to 60 as wes 
agreed on in prior mestings and in mediation. 
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Vovageur National Park 
31M Highway $3 : : 
International | all, MIN. $6649-8904 m Swe e- 4L, G 


Dear Barbera WV est. 


Speaking for the Voyageur Country Houseboat Asoc. just to go over the things 
that We talked about to make sure We are on the same inc. 


1. A dixcnpuon of a” houschoat “for use on thes: Park waters. \ vowel 3% lool ot more. 
vou can walk upnght from the hack deck unto the front deck m an upnght postion. to by 

able to depart to the beach of rocks from the front deck ft has a bedrvom and a bathroom 
wath a black water holding tank of 15 gallons or more fi has a full galics wath sink. stove. 


2. lohave the ux of nondesignaicd houschoat tes. no closer than 200 vards along th: 
shoreline [rom a dewgnated sic or privet property or 200 ycards trom onc in a “tne ol 
ugh” 


3. To be able to uxe crusting rock nngs for camp fires. 


4. To have all the cxpung Pr ote houschosts grandiathered in for the peuance ol 
“pennant permsts” to by regisiared with the park and to display 2 perma “sticker” on thy 
vessel. With the emai sct af present number of pr cic houschoats on cach bawn 
“Cwvemicl ser permits” would be filled out for individual tnps. so the park can use thix 
for usct stats. No site reservations will be needed. Sticheted houschaats would be able to 
overmghi wn park with 2 leat of 30 naghts per vcar per user and overmeght boii not to 
e\eced rogystared number of houschuats af given raght 


$. When the “grav water” needs to be contamed aboard. the Park will provides pumpout 
tacibtes. Posdy at the Ash River Vitor Conter and one at the Kettle: falls Lote 
Houseboat moring site and another onc in the Sandposnt I ake arca . A one vcar notice 
will be given before ruk would go into cftect. 

6. No motor restnctions on horsepower up to boat certification 


1 will be available. if | can answer anv questions for vou feel free to Contact us at 
218-993-2333. Thank You very much for this opertunity to voice our oppiniouns 


“The Rom Rac” Lo ph. 


IS 


0 4s Low Ease 


Voyageurs Adventures . te 
10067 Gappa Road ; be ico we & 
Ray, MN 56669 


September 1", 2000 


#) No Wake Zones — | support the plan position thet go wake zones will not be established. 
| am adamantly opposed to any change in N.P.S. position on ths matter. 


#2 Entry Fees — Opposed to entry fees, and feel the park should cancel the proposed study to 
implement a fee system and save the funds for other uses. 


#3 Opposed to perms system for houseboats, | am opposed to the imitation of private enterprise 
outside of the park. | am opposed to comcession contracts for amy business in the park. If the 
number of houseboats is limited to 60 and the two current operators on the namakan basin fill the 
quota, mobody else would ever be able to enter this business in the park. This is not fair 
competion im the tourism business, #s protectionism. It's almost like giving an exclusive lifetime 
contract to two businesses in the park. The proposed aumber for private houseboats is |0 and ts 
to low, according to commeats at the public input sessions, thes number needs to be higher. 


#4 Flostplenes - | would like to see commercial floatplane use in and out of Kabciogama 
reestablished for a service to my guests and residents of the area. It wes s traditional use of the 
park and should be again. 


#5 Special Use Zone - Opposed to the elimination of the special use zone on Kabetogama | 
would like to keep the special use zone for possible future events such as Rader runs, cross 
country ski races, Dog sled races, Kayak and cance races, fishing derby’s, boat parades and other 
events. We have several community members that are on the consultation group and have said 
thet they were completely unaware that the elimimation of the special use zone had even been 
discussed at the moctings. Furthermore, | wes also unawere of this situation and therefore could 
not comment on this in previous comment periods. 


#6 New leuaches for Non Motorized users - I am opposed to separate areas solely for the use of 
ore motorized launches, | feel that this could segregate motorized and mon motorized user 
groups thet are both allowed to use the park on a equal basis. | would like to see the park upgrade 
existing areas and provide better signage at the visitor centers and provide better information to 
users to help etiviate problems. | recommend small areas alongside the boat ramps with less 
slope could be constructed for the cances and kayaks at the existing sites without needing 8 
whole new area. 


ff Camping / Perma Reservation Symem - | would like to sce only a limited percentage of 
campenes to be reservation only. My suggestion is that there be approximately 10 reservation 
shes on Kabetogama, Spread out evenly along the lake. And if a reservation sytem is 
implemented | recommend that all sites, if unoccupsed, be available to day use unti) 2 PM. 





Ab 3 
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There is no reasoa to block day use of camp sites that could be possibly be open for days or even 
weeks at a time especially im the spring and fal] when usage is low. 


#8 Bosts on lmsenor Lakes (BOIL) - | support usage fees on imtenor lake boats to help mamta 
the quality of the program by keeping equipmeat im good condition. | feel fees would also help 
improve the problem of people reserving boats and aot using them, leaving others whom would 
like to, unable to. | would also like the mumber of boats m lakes mcreased. | don't think the use 
of an eatire inke shall be limited to one canoe and two people like the current situatioa oa Ek 
Lake and Shoepack etc. Boats should also be sveilable on other lakes like Jorgenson ctc 


#9_ Waser quality and bydrojogy - Page |-14 lists the probiesns, issues and concerns with respect 
to pollutants from motorized craft. | would like to pomt out that this section does include any 
information as to the new 2006 E_P.A standards for outboard motors that reduces pollutioa fom 
outboard motors. These motors currently are on the market and many are already used 
throughout the park. Also electric motors have been used for years and are 100% pollution free 
and should be also mentioned. Due to the new 2006 standards, outboard motor pollution could 
actually be reduced im the fisture, and thes fact should be mentioned im the final report. 


#10 Day Use Sites - | support increasing the number of day use sites and would like this plan to 
be muplemented right sway. 


#1) Beck Cousery Trail Pies - | support constructioa of the summer hiking trails and would like 
to see the shoepack trail constructed first since we have been requesting this trail for years. 


#13 Premiive Area Carmping. - | am opposed to the four people per party maximum for primitive 
area camping. | recommend no limi on party size. There are many familys thet would not even 
be able to camp togethe: with a four person per party lama. 


#14 Visitor Centers - 1 would like to see the park pursue the austi-agency visitor center af Crane 
Lake and continue to improve and upgrade the exhibits at the other visitor centers. | would also 
like the park to add and develop additioeal mformaticaal aad educational materials for vistors 
and the resort community as listed m section F.|.2.3. Examples are voyageur routes and history, 
aative Americans history and cusrest use of the area, mterpretive guides for boaters listing the 
natura! and cultural sites along the shores, and mterpretive sighs along trails Etc. These materials 
would be very helpful m improving the visitor experience ai the park. 


#15 Elleworth rock garden -— Page 1-153 lists the rock garden as one of the parks visitor 
destination areas. Page |-145 mentioas the rock garden as a cultural landscape and thet « has 
been approved in 1996 for a preservetion treatment plan. Since the rock garden is the #1 day use 
site in the Kabetogama ares | would like to see the park mchude 2 schedule for restoration im the 
G.M.P. Also the site has been maintained by the resort comnsunity for many years and | would 
also like to see a commitment from the park service in the G.M_P. t start basic mamenance, 
like gress mowing and trimming, as s000 as possible. 
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Businesses and Organizations 
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Attorneys at Law 
1$$ Sowth Lame Street 
Forest Lake, Munmesota $5025 


Butts, SanpBERG & SCHNEIDER, LLP 


: 
express thew 


Fax (65!) 464-8180 


Telephone (65!) 464-6162 


I have been retained by the Voyageurs Country Houseboat Association. 
The members of the Voyageurs Country Houseboat Association would like to 
concerns about the 
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VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
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NS = 

5 hull design. The tour boat and the Kettle Falls boat also throw a large wake The Positionof ~j.. .. i Si > 

z and create an unsafe condition. This should be looked into. Voyageurs Country Houseboat Operators Association 7 

een =< : 
or no m. We i 

g unsafe. Many of us have cell phones and sadies to gut help 1's is available. . | Or Vegaguass i rs ¢ 

2 The Voyageurs Country Houseboat Association fee! that they have the right to be Voyageur Country Houseboat Operators Association (“VCHOA™) represents = 

5 ERD apAEY OGHGERE OGRE Gre NGS ENTS Eas Ca rae the interests of the commercial houseboat rental industry in and about waters z 

. plan before it | comprising Voyageurs National Park (“Park”). Members of the association S 

5 Yours truly, | collectively have 155 years of operations and significantly impact the economy of a. 

. the areas contiguous to the Park. Most importantly, this industry significantly = 

orm a ee, impacts the Park itself by giving thousands of visitors an opportunity they would ~) 

not otherwise have, i.e., the ability to explore Park waters with minimal, adverse > 

2 . ecological effects. 3 

1 DS:tw a 

Accordingly, VCHOA necessarily takes the position that it is a “partner” = 

with the National Park Service (“NPS”) and offers the following to promote this S 

community of interests. 2 

z 

1. Number of rental boats per fleet, The Draft General Management > 

Plan (“DGMP”) discusses a variety of schemes limiting the number of a 

both commercial and private houseboats in each of the two basins. At > 

the August 22, 2000 meeting (“meeting”) between VCHOA and the 3 

NPS various numbers were discussed, coupled with facts respecting MA 

the number of houseboats extant and how those numbers would likely z 

change in the future. VCHOA believes that the numbers in z 

Alternative 3 of the DGMP should be adopted, i.e., 60 commercial z 


vessels in each basin. VCHOA takes no position with respect to the 
NPS's limitation of private vessels in the Park, but supports the 
DGMP’s scheme to separately deal with limiting private vessels. 


2. Gray water. At the meeting, the issue respecting gray water was 
tabled. All parties appear to be in agreement that the effects of 
discharging gray water are not accurately known. It was noted that 
the DGMP recites that the installation of holding tanks would result in 
the discharge of | 16,000 fewer gallons of gray water in the Park, but 
that any beneficial effects would be “minor to moderate localized and 
negligible park wide.” VCHOA believes that the appropriate way to 
resolve the gray water issue is by attrition, i.e., requiring newly built, 
or newly introduced, vessels to have holding tanks, provided the NPS 











Abb 











L9Z 





has installed gray water pump-out facilities. VCHOA offers as an 
example the Oil Pollution Control Act of 1990 that requires newly 


3. Moorings and day and overnight sites VCHOA recommends in the 
strongest possible terms unrestricted mooring. By allowing vessels to 
moor at traditional but undesignated mooring sites congestion is eased 
park wide. To the extent that the NPS intends to designate houseboat 
mooring sites, VCHOA urges the NPS to reconsider the DGMP’s 
proposed number of mooring sites which is a 52% reduction of the 
number provided for in the Lakecountry and Backcountry Site 
Managemen of 1988. That plan, allowing 208 mooring sites, is 
generally highly endorsed by VCHOA whose members had a right to 
rely upon it, as it touched upon their operations and investments.' As 
VCHOA has had the benefit of years of experience in advising its 
clients where to moor, it would inure to the benefit of the NPS, and 
the Park, if members of VCHOA are given a meaningful role in the 
selection of mooring sites. 


4. Group size, The final draft of the pian should note that the reference 
to group size should not be applicable to houseboats. By way of 
example, sometimes two vessels, each with |2 peopie will share a 
mooring. 


5. No-wake zones, There is no support for the establishment of no-wake 
zones, and VCHOA believes and advises that they are noi feasible. 


6. Language, VCHOA notes that the term “non-motorized” is used in 
the DGMP to refer to alternate kayak and canoe routes. While it is 
presently understood that the term merely recommends alternate 
routes for non-motorized vessels, in the future this term could be 
misconstrued to suggest that motorized vessels are prohibited on such 
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"By way of example, Red Rock Island was identified in the 1988 Environmental 
Assessment as a houseboat site. but today 1s a campsite That assessment's Appendix A 
lists many sites that are neither retasned use. occupancy cabin sites or private cabin sites 
to be developed; and when’ 
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routes, which was plainly not the intention of the drafters. This must 
be clarified. 


. Concession Contracts At the meeting considerable attention was paid 


to issues relating to permits and concessions. VCHOA adamantly 
Opposes operating under a scheme involving limited concession 
contracts. Presently members of the VCHOA operate with incidental 
business permits. This system has proven to be adequate, however, all 
parties recognize that operating as such provides certain risks, 
specifically, the entrance of new operators that would cause a dilution 
of each individual operators revenues that would ultimately constrain 
improvements to vessels and services. In parks throughout the 
country limited concession contracts alleviate these concerns by 
providing an oligopoly for the concessionaires that in turn allow them 
to be sufficiently profitable to provide the highest quality of services. 
Such a scheme is completely unfeasible here, however. Members of 
the VCHOA conduct their business outside the park. They are not 
unlike an entity that rents a Winnebago to an individual who 
incidentally drives it through Yellowstone. They are not unlike a 
resort that rents a boat and motor to an individual who goes fishing 
outside the Park one day and inside the Park the next. There are no 
precedents, i.c., nowhere in the United States do we find a business 
chartering vessels outside a national park which vessels are then 
operated in a national park by the charterees. Accordingly, it is 
doubtful that present legislation, including Title IV of the National 
Parks Omnibus Management Act of 1998, as it applies to NPS 
concession contracts, is applicable here. Whether there is any 
authority or not, members of VCHOA have legitimate fears that at 
some point they would have to be lumped into a generic contract that 
required them to share a portion of their gross revenues with the NPS 
and be subject to debilitating micromanagement that uluumately eroded 
the quality of their services the public has come to expect. These 
fears were assuaged at the meeting by Superintendent Barbara Wesi 
who advised that the NPS does not want a percentage of the operators’ 
revenues and that “we should craft something just for our situation.” 
VCHOA applauds the Superintendent's stance, and would embrace 
any arrangement that would allow the VCHOA's members to continue 
to provide the highest quality of service possible in a climate that 
allows them their freedom to do their best work. Operating under 
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lumited concession contracts as they are presently hewn, however, 
woule make it impossible for members of the VCHOA to so provide. 


& Cen Manegemamt, Fire managanent chevid continu in tho Past. ta 
past, burnings have taken place duri & visktine 4 
VCHOA, while mindful of a number of factors taken into 
consideration in choosing burning dates. would welcome any efforts 
to schedule burnings very early and late in the season. 


weather and other travel factors. Reservations are often cancelled at 
the last minute. Houseboats often spend an evening in a particular 
area thai was not planned on because of high winds or thunderstorms. 


10. Backcountry trail area Trail planning should include more links to 
Rainy Lake. 
i. P hip with the Ontario Mini ON 
Historically, the Ministry is perceived by many as unfriendly to 
American visitors. VCHOA believes that it would be in everyone's 
best interests to see the establishment of a meaningful dialogue between 
VNP and the Ministry regarding these kinds of issues before an 
irrevocable partnership is forged. 


12. Eishexies, The DGMP has determined that the Park fishery has been 
subjected to uncoordinated management. VCHOA urges the NPS to 
endorse total responsibility for fishery management to the Minnesota 
Department of Natural resources which has had decades of experience 
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information has not been developed by the National Park Sewice A:cordingly, the entre 
management pian 6 premised on a senes of vistor use assumptions But, any plan to 
Menage visdor USE 1S Only an effective and useful tool f the unde tying Cate on visitor use 
3 velo 


The Management Pian asserts that it s difficult to estrnate total Park visitation. 
Management Pian, p.|-148. No actual visdor use data s available The Pian expisins that 
vistor use Gata is fabricated by extraction from wistor counts at the Rainy Lake Visitor 
Center. id. hae egy ert ge ny nna 
Visitor Center stiendance. The formula does not appear m the 
However, it can be found in the Visitor Use and Faciites Pian p |i-11. ~~ 
maetnemeucal formula is @ustrated by expiamung that one person ai the Rainy Lake Visitor 
Center corresponds to five people camping. ten people housebosting. and 20 peopie 
fishung. id. The Management Pian offers no evidence to support verification of this 
mathematical formula. indeed. with respect to private housebos! owners, the dats is 
mathematical formute purports to identify housebost use, bul does not distinguish between 
commercial and private housebost use. The Managernent Pian, on the other hand. 
Gefinkety distinguishes between private anc commercial houseboet use, and pisces 
restrictions on private houseboat use. Those restrictions. since they sre based on flawed 
visitor use Gata, are unressonabie, arbitrary and capricious. 


There 1s aiso reference in the Management Pian to the use of creel surveys for visitor use 
information. Agein. the exact methodology of the cree! survey is no! discussed in the 
Management Plan and no stlempt is made to provide evidence to support verification that 
the survey generates valid visitor use miormauon. The creel survey is described m the 
Visitor Use and Facilities Pian at page I-12. The cree! survey is merely an serial survey 
where 8 péot counts the bosts by category and counts occupied campsites in 8 specific 
flight route. Obviously, the validity of the cree! survey it initieity dependent on an accurate 
count by the pict. Further, the information generated would not assist the Park Service in 
Getermining ovornght use of Park facities by houseboats, and certainly would not allow 
the Park Service to distinguish between commercis! sr-d private nousebosts. 


The National Park Service hes no vad. retiabie information aboul number of visors. use 
petiems, visilor expenence or preferences. or vis@or needs The Assocation believes that 
the Rasy Lake Basin 1s not over-utiized by overmgh visdors. and the propused restnctions 
On privete overmg housebost use are not supported by the record. in fact, based on the 
presen record the resinctions on prvetes housebost Use are arbitrary. capricious and 
contrary to the law. The Association is willing to assis the Park Service in the process of 
obtamung privete housebost use information to supply s0°7:2 of the critica: information that 
18 rrussing from the record. We recommend that the Park Service directly solict 
information from venous user groups mm order to gether some accurste beseine visdor use 
wéormaton. No further management planning should be conducted unti thet imformation 
1s Obtained and Integrated mito the management planrung process. 


I The Managemen Pian intentonaily and Begeiy Gecrunmates agemnsi private 
hoveebost use 


The proposed pian limits overnegit housebost permits to 60 for each basin, with 50 
Gesignated for commercial use and 10 designated for private use. On the Rainy Lake 
Basm. wtuch presenty hes only 42 cormmeraal housebosts opersting in the basin (p. |-37). 
there would be no resinchon in overmgi use by commercial house bosters. The Park 
Service recognizes that there wil be adverse enpacts on private houseboat users who wil 
neve troubie getting permas for overrnught camping n the Park p i-245 The Assocston 
nas identified ot lsest 36 prvete housebuets in he Rainy Lake Basin Thus, whde the 
number of potentia! commerasi end private housebost vsdors ere sander. the Park Service 





has Clearly preferred commercial users to the detriment of private users. 


No legal or fectual justification exusts for discremmation in the Management Pian against 
private houseboat users. Even if you were to assume that the compsrative impact of the 
two user groups is the sare. there is stil no justificaton offered in the Management Pian 
for setting sside five umes more overnight use permits for commercial users then private 
permits to commercial use than there are commercial housebosis to use the permis This 
provision of the pian ailocating overnight permits between private and commerasi 
private houseboat users. 


lll. The definition of “Houseboat” is overbroad and will mproperly expand the number 
of users occupying houseboat sites. 


The Management Pian proposes 8 definition of 8 housebos! as a “water crafi with on-board 


runabouts, canoes, ssilibosts, fishing bosts. and cabin crusers.” id. itis clear from the 

that Congress envisioned housebosts as a use different from sadbosts or cabin 
crusers. Yet, the definivon in the Pian fads to recognize that distinction. The 
Association would be nappy to work with the Park Service to try to develop ean scceptabie 
Gefinition for the word “houseboat.” 


IV. The Management Pian discomnates against ali houseboat users by providing that 
each site allow occupancy by two housebosts. 


The proposed Management Plan designates sites for housebos! use and provides for 
occupancy of each site by two housebosts. While the current pian aiso silows two 
housedosts for each site. the sctusl practice is that only one housebost occupies 8 site. 
except when occupants occasionally desire to park two bosts. 


The Voyageurs Netonal Park Managemen. ian recognizes that vistors to the Park want 
to be able to enjoy the scenic besuty of the Park with some degree of solitude. For thal 
reason, the Park requires a minumum seperation distance between sites. 
sfes must be at least 200 yards from a developed site in the Park. Tus guarantees tent 
campers some level of privacy. Yet the houseboet sites have no simian privacy and couid 
even be docked immediately adjoining another housebost with a separation of only 3 few 
‘en There 1s no justfication for ignoring the solitude of visitors using 


Oey and overnight use of developed sites by housebosts should be expended. 


The Management Plan proposes thet the totai number of developed sites in the Park be 
between 280 and 320 Oniy 100 of the sites would be designated for housebosi use. Ths 
proposal would result in an insufficient number of developed housebost sites for visitors 
to the Park The number of sass is insufficient due to the broad definition of the word 
housebost The Association proposes increasing the number of developed houseboat 
sites to 200 in order to meet the current need. 


Expending the number of developed housebost sites would meet the needs described in 
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the Management Pian. First, he Management Plan suggests that there 6 8 need to 
seperate housebost users from tent camp users By developing more designated 
housebost sites, there would be fewer madences of housebost visitors using undeveloped 
ses anc competing with tent campers. Second. the cost estimates for 

houseboat sftes show that the cost is drarnatically less than the cost of budding 
new tent sites. See. Appendix D. pp. |-347-54 Since expanding the number of designated 
housebost sites Ss Nexpensive and meets the needs of the Management Plan to lena 
confacts between tent campers and housebost users. the Assocation bekeves that tus 
ahemative should have been considered by the Park Service. 


Vi. Studies proposed to evaluate overnight use st Undeveloped sites should sepersiely 
analyze housebost use Compered to tent camper use. 


The proposed Management Plan prowdes thet overnight use at undeveloped sites Dy bot 
tent campers end housedost users wil continue for up to ree yeers as 8 monsonng study 
8 CONuUCIB to Getermune whether use st undeveloped sites Causes Unecceptabie 
resource darnage. The Associstion believes that there = 8 difference between use of 
undeveloped sites by housebosi wsdors compared to use of undeveloped ses by tent 
campers. Tent campers heve @ much more defined mpaeci on the carnp ste sods. 
because they construct fires. erect tents and generally disturb the sod of the campsite 
Tent campers siso create sanitation problems whch sre nol an ssus for housebost 
wsiors. if the monitonng study 6 Carefully Gesigned to comperatively analyze he enpacts 
On undeveloped ses between tent campers and housebost vistors. the resulung 
intormetion may support conunued use of undeveloped sites by housebosi vistors The 
Part Service might be best served by allowing conunued use of those sites by housebos! 
Sie, Chagas ee eee wae 


Vl. The Associaton supports 8 no fee visitor use permé for afl visitors to the Park. 


The Park Service needs to develop additone nformaton on visitor use of the Voyageurs 
Netonei Perk. An overrugit novsebost permnt systern wil not cotain the needed 
tformason The Associston opposes the proposed perma system applying oniy to 
overnaght housebost vistors. A system thet appkes t af vistors to the Park 6 more 
epproprate than targeting only housebost wesors. There «© nothing n he Management 
Pren to actually support 8 targeted efforl to reg<uiete and end only Overman housebosi use. 


weaors, nctuding the unit of 10 prvete housebosts per basin. be deleted from the 
proposed pian We support 8 no fee overnaght weitor notification syetem. perhaps usmg 
8 Wiephone system e-med system. or 8 form thet is completed and mated to the Park 
Ths overnaght perma systern shoud not be site spectic Site spectic permits would be 
Gfhodl to ea@rnunister and would require housebosts to remen si s ste onger hen 6 
typrcal Housebosts now move from sie to ste Site specific permas would resnct het 
prectce The system we propose could be erdorced fwough Park Ranger visits. 
Ertorcement rraght be senpitied I the permi syetarn eeued 8 nuTnber whach Could be 
Promunenty dmpleyed by each housebost or campede to speed enforcement 


Unal tne Pert Service nas developed eactuel vesor use mormeton «= Untas and arbirery 
for the Part Service to discrvninete ageinel overrug?t housebost wesors to fhe Part. 
Vesting them in 8 much more restncive manner then tent campers mn the Park. indeed. 

@ 8 perma system becomes necessary 1 the taurs thei systern should apply 
evernmandéedy © af overrugt Part wetors 


Vis There is no factual or scientific pustficghon for requiring housebosts to heve 
greyeate "osting anes 
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The Management Pian proposes to allow only housebosts with graywater holding tanks 
to use the Park in a bnef paragraph of analysis the Plan recognizes that grayweter 

‘ from nousebosts are minor and have 8 “negigibie mpect on water Quality park 
wide* p 1-197. There is a reference im the Pian thet greyweter contains nutnents and 
SuSpeNded solids that Coul’ cause some minor localized degradation. bul admits that the 
Park has no weter quality data on ths issue. id The only specific comment referenced 
in the Plan is that Park staff nobced that graywster discharges are someunes visbie and 
have resulted in some questions from the pubic. id. Based on the observation of staff 
about weter color changes. and withoul any scientific snalyss to support the decision, the 
Management Pian proposes to require greywater holding tanks on Nousebosis. 


Grayweter on housebosts s pnmaniy the iske weter used by houseboat occupants for 
bathing. Private houseboat owners are familiar with “hghi on the water’ practices and use 
soaps for bathing. it s tue that as the bettwung wate = released «| may 
change the color of the weter temporarily. 


What the Management Plan fais to consider s that tent campers aiso use lake water for 


the boat would appear Tore concentrated. in fact, ‘ts more imely thai the tent campers 
creste more “graywater” then is crested by houseboats Yet, tus Management Pian 
proposes to prohib the housebosts from cscharging greywater whe Continuing to slow 
tent campers to follow thes usual practices 


it is troubling that the Park Service would conciude thei graywater shouic be benned on 
houseboats without resily considering whether there 6 any ENDSeC! On weler Quality 
insteec, the Park Sernce has reected to 8 temporary visual Concern about water 
Gsscoicraton than any tue scientific concern. The Park Service should consider that in 
many widerness sress. inciuding the Boundary Waters Canoe Ares Widerness. there s 
No prohibition on campers Dething in the weter if no prohibition is needed to mest 
widerness star.dards. then no prohibmion s needed to protect water quality in the 
Voyageurs Natone! Park. 


The Park Sernce mandate improperty sssumes thet the eddition of grayweter holding 


The issue of greywater is seperate and distinct from the issue of “bieckweter.” Housebosi 
sepac systems neve bieckweter holding tanks "he Associaton agrees thet afl housebosts 
should have bieckweter holding tanks The Park Service mey war to implement an 
inepection program to assure compliance Language throughout the Management Pien 


There shouid be no reference in the Menegement ten or the Vienor Use and Fectites 
Plan which would require houseboats to heve grayweter holding tanks 
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OC The Managenert Plan should be arnended to clarty hat housebosts are not motor 
bests for purposes of the anatysss of engine ernussions. 


There s 2 lengthy discussion in the Management Plan about unpacts to water quailty 
Caused by recreational motor bost use. There is no definition in the Management Pian of 
the term “motorbost." Some readers of the Pian may assume that housebosts are 
incuded witun the discussion of motorboat mpects. The impeci reference in the Pian is 
retated to ernssions of contaminants from two-stroke motors Most housebosts operste 
wit four-sivoke motors, which are contained within the hull of the housebost. The 
Management Plan should be amended to ciarify that housebosts do not significanty 
contribute to the impacts to weter quality discussed st peges + 197-99. 


heve an enpect on ex quality. p. +175. Again. there is no distinction between motor bosts 
and houseboats in the Gecussion. The emissions referenced in the discussion are Clearly 
prmarty those from two-stroke engines, including snowmodées. Housebosts typically 
Operate automobée engines, which the Plan describes as emilting “10-70 umes less carbon 
monouude and 45-250 times less hydrocarbons than two-siroke engines." ic. The Park 
Service should amend the Management Plan to expia;n thet nousebosts sre not inciuded 
wittun the Gecussion of mpects caused by two-stroke engines. 


X Bias in the Management Pian agsinst housebosts should be removed. 


As referenced m several of the pots cscussed above, there are multiple arees mn the 
Oreft Management Pien where bias & shown against housebosts. For exampie, 
housebosts were singled oul m the proposed Pian as needing overrught permits to camp 
in the Park. Housebosts were siso targeted for ther greywater. whe greywater caused 
by tent campers was ignored. Developed housebost sites have two housebosts per ste. 
Tem campers, on the other hand. are protected on both developed and undeveloped sites 
with munemnum sepereton and distance requirements. Thus seperation of tent campers wes 
Gone to ensure 8 Quality perk expenence with solitude and privacy for the tent campers 
The solitude and privacy of housebost visors at developed sides were given no 
Consideration. Privete housebosts are further ciecrimmated against by 8 proposal to mnt 
Overmgit sccess to only 10 private nousebosts per besin, whde commercial housebosts 
were gven sufficient permds to allow complete overnight perma access. 


menagement 
perhaps unintended biases the Park Service wil make appropnste corrections in ts 
subsequent planning decisions. 


To the extent thet the Drafi Environmental impect Statement Gscusses issues referenced above. 
appropriste corrections should be made to the snelysis in the Oraft Environmental 

Statement. The Association also hes the following comments with respect to the Draft 
Enwronmental inpect Statement. 


XI. The Perk Sernce vicisted NEPA by failing to exarnne ail reasonabie altematives. 

The Draft Envronmental impeci Statement examines only three stemetves m detad With 
reapect to Nousebost vistors. all of the aiternatives considered the sarne mandate 
elrruneting greyweter discharges on housebosts and sillowing two housebosts per sae 


mmpossibie to encapsulste fairly nto tree ehemnetives NEPA requires that the government 





vigorously expiore and objectively evaiuate sll reasonable aiternatves. 40 C FR. 
1502.14. And. with respect to each of the aitemnstives. the government must provide 
substantial analysis in sufficent Getad to allow reviewers to evaiuste hes comparative 
merits. id Although @ is difficull to specifically define the numbers of siternstves whuch 
must be examined. NEPA requires that all agences shail, to the fulles! extent possibie. 
“|sftudy, develop. and describe appropnste siternatves to recommend the courses of 
ection in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning shermmatve uses of 
svellabie resources." 42USC. 4332(2\8). The limited aiiematives reviewed in the 
Draft Environments! impact Statement do not meet the high standard mmposed by NEPA. 


The evaluation of aiternstives by the Park Service is further comphcated by the biss 
agemst housebost vistors shown in the Managerneni Pian. An Environmental impact 
Staternent ss required to provide a “full and faw discussion of signdicant environmental 
impacts" in ts analysis. 40C.F.R 1502.1. Because of the bies shown in the 
Management Plan, the Draft Environmental impact Statement does not meet this “terness“ 
standard imposed by NEPA 


Xl. The Park Service viciated NEPA by using the Drafi Envronmenta! impact Statement 
to justly decisions that had sireacy been made 


NEPA requires thet environments! impact sistements serve as 8 means of assessing he 


made. 40C FR 1502.2(g). The Park Service essentially prepared one document which 
Pe ee ee a ee ee 

Staternent. Combining the two documents into one makes " very difficult for the reviewer 
to determine where the Management Pian ieeves off and the Environmental impect 
Statement begins. K seems obvious. however. that the pianning portion of the document 
controlied the environmental impect snatyss. in any event. the Draft Environmental impect 
Statement necessarily reeched the samme conciusion as the Drafi Managernent Plan 
because the Gocuments are intertwined. The next draft of a management plan should be 
produced separately from the environmental mpect ststement snetysis. 


Xiti_ = The Park Service vicisted NEPA by failing to obtain information necessary to 
property evaluate the ailemaetives and environmental consequences. 


The Park Service prepered the Management Pian and Oreft Environmental impact 
Staternent without the benefit of the dete critical to make en appropriste analysis. The 
Park Service admits there is no actual visitor use data. Rather, the Park Service reiied on 
an extrapolation of visitor deta from the Rasy Lake Visitors Center. The resulting 
estmated visto use data is nol scientifically valid and hes not been tesied sgemsi actus 
visitor use in the Park. Further, the Park Service imposed s prahibition on greywater 
discharges from housebosts, whde admitting i hed no scientific or factuei deta impects 
from about greyweter discharges. The Draft Environmental impect Statement then 
purports to anelyze the impect on weter quality caused by the greyweter discharges. 
Sundar examples of analysis conducted withoul eny scientific besis can be found 
throughout the document. 


Government agencies are required to conduct « NEPA snelysis with scientific integrity 40 
C.F.R. 1502.24 The Park Service faded to incorporate much of the necessary scientific 
information needed to conduct an appropriate analysis. When there is incompiete or 
uneveilabie mformation, the Park Service is required to act as follows: 


Hf the incomplete information relevent to reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse impacts is essental to 8 reasoned choice among 
shernatives and the overall costs of obtamung ¢ are not exorbitani, the 
agency shail inctude the information in the envronmental impact 
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40CFR 1502.22(8). Much of the mformation masing from the Draft Environments 
impact Statement was necessary to make 8 reasoned chace of stternstves. There 6 no 
reference m the Oraft Envronmenta impact Ststernent to expian whether the Park Service 
attempted to gather the miormaton or whether the cost for gathenng the information wes 
exorbaant. Ratner. « appesrs that the Park Service undertook its management planning 
process based on kmiatesd factual or scientific informston. it does not appear thet the F ark 
Service stiemnptec to gather any of the necessery mformaton The Draft Envwronments! 
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manufacturers are capable of, and therefore likely to, develop other forms of 
aircraft, personal or otherwise, just as power boats have morphed into personal 
watercraft As with jet-skis, or “newer / quieter” snowmobiles, in our pudgement 
any motonzed airborne insertion into an intenor lake would be undesrabie. 


3. Nonmotorizea Use Area 1-85) - 
ee 


4 Backcountry Trail Area (page 1-89) - 

In this matter we prefer the Proposed Action option, with the following 
exceptions: To the proposed sumumer foot trails we would add extending the trail 
ean ae anges eunen ee eigns Lee, Creat Gat, wn wenatageae 
floatplane access into Shoepeck Lake ST ey nn ere 
because it is too small to accommodate both air and foot access. We not rule 
out future provisions for hut-to-hut systems in the park. 


5. Snowmobile access 

The current level of snowmobile activity in VNP is beyond the existing capability 

of the NPS to monitor and control. The NPS should study the overall impact of 
in the park. Until the NPS can develop enforceable 

portages. One concern on 

safety of both sled and foot traffic, especially for lake trails. 


Thank you for the to comment on the General Management Plan We 
loob forward to with you as this plan is finalized. 


Bs 


cx. VRNPA Exscutive Comumittse and Board of Directors 
Comametwe 





A713 


The Wilderness Society 
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October 19, 2000 


Kathleen Przybyiski 

Genera! Management Pian Coordinaior 
3131 Highway 53 

International Falls, MN 56649 


The Wilderness Society, on behalf of its 180,000 members, thanks you for the opportunity to 
comment on the Draft General Management Plan (Draft GMP) for Voyageurs National Park. 
As you may know, The Wilderness Society, founded in 1935, 1s a non-profit membership 
organization devoted to preserving wilderness and wildlife, protecung America's pnme 
forests, parks, rivers, deserts and shorelines, and fostering an Amencan land ethic. 


The Wilderness Society supports the Draft GMP “Alternative 2” which provides for stronger 
environmental and resource protection than the Proposed Action The park was established to, 
among other things, protect the unique natural resources found in the northwoods lakecountry 
and wildlife found therein. Specifically, The Wilderness Society supports the following: 


e eluminating commercial floatplane use throughout th park and containing private floatpiane 
use to Lake Makoods only. These combined actions wi! belp restore nature quiet, a highly 
sought expenence for many visitors and wil! reduce urpects on resources including, but 
not limited to wildlife habitat: 

© lamuung the number of commercial and pnvaic housebosts, 

e banning all snowmobile racing withun park boundanes. Snowmobiles racing ai a natsonai park 
is NO More appropnate that snowmobile racing st a national battlefield or memonal. It is 


1615 M Sweet, NW, Washengtoa, DC 20036 8 = 202-433-2300 §=-_- www. wildermess.org 
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an mappropnaie activity that us not supported by the Orgamc Act or the enabling 
\egnsiation for the park, 

¢ monitonng and managing recreatonal snowmobile use. While allowed by the enabling 
legssiation, this activity should be monstored for impact on park resources such as wolf 

e We also support the proposal io require free park permits for overnight visitors. It is 
imperative thai the park's managers be aware of the number of visitors using park 
facihtes in order to monstor limuts of acceptable change, carrying capacity, and resource 
umpacts, The permit system will also provide the park with greater opportunity to provide 

e A housebost permit system musi be developed limiting total overmghi houseboats to 50 per 
bes 


¢ The Wilderness Society supports removing motors from all intenor lakes except Mukoods 
Lake. The development of subsequent no- wake areas wil] benefit visitors and wildlife. 
Over mnety-seven percent of Voyageurs Natvonal Park is recommended as wilderness and 
removal of motors will provide the solitude expected by visitors who wish to enjoy the 
wilderness areas. 

¢ Reestabhahang « natura) fire regume will improve the overall health of the park as has been 
shown in numerous stucbes conducted by fire management experts around the country 
including the U.S. Forest Service. 

e Finally, we support the move of Voyageurs Nationa) Park's headquarters from international 
Falls m Koochsching County, to Orr in St. Louis County where over 90% of the park and 
its resources are located. Thus will better serve the park, perk managers. and visitors. 


Voyageurs is a treasured nabonal perk, set assde for al) Amencans and future generanons. 
The proposals outlined in Alkernative 2 go the farthest to ensure thal the park will be protected 
and conserved for thase future generations to enjoy 

Suncerety, 


Rosalyn J. Fennell 
Darector, Nanonal Park. Program 
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Voyagers Netons Part re 
Generel Managemert Plan 

3131 Haghreey 53 

weerretonal F elle. MN 56640-8004 


To Voyagers Netone! Park 


Pieese wif¥0K) my nee end edaress. 


| read Gwough the General Meneoemert Pian and | deagresd wt: mary of the seuss 
Gecussed. The Plan stated thet only 10 private houseboats were going to be allowed 
t© apond the night in the Park per night. | find this number exaremely ama. There ave 
15 private housebosts at the dock where | te up alone. Tht dosen't inciudo the rest 
Of the take. My family and | drive 300 miles to epend time on ou houseboat. Ounng 
rat Une we eryoy anchoring out in many of the bays in Rainy Lake. W ondy 10 private 
“ousebosts ere allowed in the Park per night. we wil be driving 300 miles to spend 
the night at dock. Wf we spend the whole time et dock i is impossible to enjoy he 
Greet queiites of Rainy Lake For example, f we are at dock it is impossible for us to 
© hiking in Anderson Bay, cook out on the beach af sites in Kempton: Channel, or to 
eryoy the bests Kettle Fats. My youngest granddaughter dosen't have s long 
enough etiandion epen to drive all the way to Kettle Falls and back in the same dey, 


The Plan also taiks about heving to purchase @ permit to stay in the Park. This would 
prove to be an ennoyence. Lote of umes we don’ get to Rainy Lake und! late at night 





or on the weekends if the perme buliding wes nol open 24 hours 8 dey seven <eys 8 
week. lots of umes { would be Gosed at the ane we arrive Also wil the permas be 
evatabie where the hovesbosts sre kept oF will we heve to drive mies out of the wey 
© purchase as perma? 


The Plan menbtoned possibly pleang 8 fee on the overnght permis. However, f the 
NPS's goal ss to cbtmn ecourste and rekebie Park user deta. the emposmon of 8 fee 
wil probebty heve 8 negetve effect on the accuracy and rekability of the dats gsthered 
twough the overngh perm system People ere not going to be happy about heving 
wt obtain 8 perm to epend @ night or maghts in the Park Charging a fee for the perma 
‘8 probebty the only incentve some overnughters mey need to encourage them to take 
8 Chance and not obtain 8 permit. thereby rendering the dete collected twough the 
overngrt permil system mecourste end urrehabie. Also n my opmuon. Gey users 
heve itge of no mpect on the Park's resources or feciiies Thus to require dey 
users t cbtmin 8 permil to erter the Park woud result in pubic hostility towerd the 
NPS and create en enforcement rghtnare for the Park's Rangers. 


The part about p-aywater hokding tanks doesn’ seem to make any sense For one 
tung. we don’ neve « fresh water tank We bring our fresh water with us in gallon 
jugs and & is used for drinking only. The rest of the water comes from the iske and 
goes beck into the lake Therefore. we don’! add or subtract any water from the eke 
Ad we odd 2 0 Mite bodegradatie soap frum showering and weshung Gahes The 
tan any Giflerert then # « tera camper were to shower oF wash ther dishes. whch s 
done in the lake. Besides that. | don't know where we would install 8 greywater 
holding tank. or where or with whet t would be pumped out is the Park planning on 
reteling © puTipoU system? 


| reed in the book thet the NPS is continuing to urge there to be two houseboats per 
ete. | find tus eapscally anoying and offending Just like the tent campers. | enter 
the Park for e wiidemess experience and would not appreciate and eryoy another 
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housebost sharing my site. The idee ss to be scisted with only the widemess and 
widiile around 


As also steted | do not appreciste the idee of increased contact with Park Rangers es 
urged by the NPS on pages |-80 and |-91 of the Plan. | heve not hed en unpleasant 
encounter with a Park Ranger. Nevertheless. even when | know | heve done nothung 
wrong, being approached by a Park Ranger makes me nervous, erudous, and 
apprehenerve. Thus doss not contribute to s “widemess’ expenence. By coming up 
to Rainy Lake | eryoy the peace and quiet without any contact with other people. 


Many of the changes thet ere being developed will also sflect the wallet ss well. 
Quming and operating a housebost isn't cheap. Heving to install e new greywater 
holding tank and paying 8 fee to eryoy Rainy Laxe wil change the evesability of 
houseboating to everyone. | siso don't fee! thet millions of our tax dollars need to be 
spent on somethung thet dosen't need to be changed in the first piace. 


| have ergoyed housebosting on Ramy Lake for many years. During thus ime | heve 
been able t0 appreciste the peace and wilderness expenence of being on a big lake 
with nobody else eround. i is s big lake and there is room for plenty of people without 
harming the lake. | hope my wonderful expenence on Rainy Lake will contnus and 
thet my grandcfuidren will be able to eryoy the iwanies of Ray Lake as they grow as 
wed 


Thank you for reading my opinion and | hope thet you will take 4 and others opsuon 
into consideration before deciding to change the eveilability of the Park. 


Sincerely 








August 21, 2000 a 1+ @ €6 


ow her Se sos wy 6S 


To: Voyageurs Natonal Park 


| am an owner of a private houseboat on Raimy Lake. Please withhold my name and 
address if possibie. 


| don't want any areas of Rasny Lake to be nonmotorized, that would reduce the area | 
have to vacation in with my houseboat. | like Rainy Lake as it is. Of the Park's 82 
histonc properties, why would you retain only 307 If we had to have a permit for 
overmgh use, where would we get if? Why a permit to use a lake our tax dollars paid 
for? | should be abie to anchor my boat anywhere anytime! Sounds like the Gestopo is 
coming! Of course we knew that a long time ago when we heard there was going to be a 
Park and the government was buying land with our tax dollars! 


Entry/user fee on public waters? That is nidiculous!! As an American Citizen | have the 
right to cruise and anchor on that lake any day anytime | want and | WILL! User fee for 
what? | don’) use anything’ | drive on the lake, drop my anchor and enjoy life. | don’t 
use developed or underdeveloped campsites. | don't use anything’ What could | 
possibly be using or damaging? Obviously nothing’ 


1 could drive 300 miles to my houseboat and the 10 permuts (there are 40 private boats on 
Rainy Lake) are all gone and | spend my wip at the dock! [hat will not happen! | will be 
on the lake like always, like it or not! That is my right on public waters! Otherwise | 
mught as weil sei] my houseboat! You would like that wouldn't you! Why should | do 
that, just because the Federal Government doesn't want people in wilderness areas' Most 
people won't say tus but | will, we know your ulumate pian is to eliminate al] people 
from wilderness and prairie areas in this country and the world! We also know about 
Prasne Tall Grass Area in western Minnesota that you want back to nature. You can fool 
most of the people ail the time but you can't fool all the people all the ime’ 


What 1s the problem with day use at tent and housetcet sites? 


What do you mean by educational component? Are you planaing on an educational 
(brean wash) course to get s permit? You say houseboaters would not be required to 
make reservations, if you don’! make a reservation you won'! get a permit. 40 boats 
applying for 10 permits lesves 30 boats without permits! 


Why would you deveiup more tails and add to visitor centers, wasting our tax money on 
an ares of the country you ultimately don't want any people in! 


Why do you want 186 additonal campsnes? | don't want more people on the lake and 
neither does the Federal and One World Governments, | like the wilderness, not a city 
like St Paul on this lake! 
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What is the purpose of a no wake zone? Whether it is waves from wake or wind, what's 
the difference? How can you plan for a permit? Wind often dictates where and when 
you can go on the lake! We are not bothering anything anchoring, but to develop | 86 
more sites may. | think you should keep the developed and underdeveloped sites, but 
don't add more. Forget the permit system. in other words leave things the way they are. 


About page I-10 utled Visitor Experience, Use, and Facilites: The nice and important 
things to me under this heading have always been there, park or no park' | prefer NO 
PARK! 


Page I-11, i states “The park invites and seeks public involvement as an important part of 
the management process.” | heve heard there have been hearings and nobody is there 
because nobody knows about them, | didn't! Typscal Federal operations do it to them 
before they know what happened, because you will do it anyway, it is easier to do it 
without public hassles! 


The 1916 Act that established your agency should be repealed. 


Page I-13, Soils and Vegetation - We as houseboaters who always anchor out are being 
discriminated against because we don't do any of those things listed here! 


Page I-14, Graywater - what is that? We do not carry water from dock on our boat. 
Therefore we don't put water in the lake that didn't come from the lake. 


Page |-!7, Lack of s Reservation System - Lf houseboats would anchor oul, you can 
camp almosi aywhere, therefore no reservation necessary. 


Page I-18, Seems to me cartier in the book, you didn't like houseboats. Why in the Heil 
would you develop RV camping? Where 1s the shit going to go” Maybe the lake”? Ours 
gets pumped’ 


Page |-18, Nowe impact - If there is no motorized use, that means you closed the lake to 
people. | would like to see you canoe from Nei! Pount to Kettle Falls! Floatplanes are 
| ae I knew a long time ago the orginal intent was to close the 


Page |-22, Downsize whes uses that are no longer compatible with more environmentally 
sensitive management programs ip the Park? 


Page 1-23 - What's wrong with the 196C Master Pian? What's wrong with the 198! 
Imerpretive Prospectus” 1968 Lakecourury and Beckcounsty Site Management Plan? 


Page |-24 - lest paragraph - What planning team? What public reviewed them? Name 
names of the public! | bet the public didn't! If the public did, it was a few selected by 
you the Park Service. Name names, who reviewed? 





Page |-25 - Last paragraph looks like you will develop plans for everything including the 
kitchen sink' | will pick on 2 things just to keep this long letter as short as possible. Site 
development plans and trail implementation plans. Why would you do this? | thought 


Page 1-40 — Says Alternative One, is “no action”. You should read page |-LX third 
paragraph states a permit system. This is action that would cause us problems! Also 
page 1-47 states a cost of Alternative One as being $5,808,449, that is a Heil of a lot of no 
acuoa! If Alhernative One is “no acuon™! 


Page |-58 — Last paragraph - new construction of what? Demolition of what? What 
about camping facilities and trails? Are you going to develop more? Again, | thought 
you were the environmentalist nuts? Developing anything doesn't fit. Rainy Lake is 
fine, leave it alone! Picase leave us alone! Cost of $8,992,053 of our tax dollars is 
NUTS! 


Page !-60 - Fire Management. DNR Fish and Wildlife, and the National Park Service, 
when it comes to fire, you're all nuts! You burn on purpose, but if a fire is started by 
lightening or another person, you are first to pul # out! You are like dangerous kids with 
matches! | don't think burning « forest should ever be done! 


Page 1-64 - How can you reserve a site or have a site specific reservation or permit? 
Don't forget the wind blows on Rainy Lake, you aught not get to your site that day, you 
may have to hold up in the Brule overmght. 


Page 1-67 - $11,866,060 - | hope congress is not this stupid. They should cut your 
funding not adding to it. 


Alternative 3 - 400 sites, do you want to turn the park into St Paul! People would be 
falling all over each other! 


Page I-76 - $12,026,460 - | think | should write my congressmen! 


Page |-176-— Waser Quality - You say houseboats have freshwater tanks of 80-200 
gallons. Not true. Boats generally have 10 gallon water tanks for dmaking water only. 
Waser for showers and dishes is lake water, same as tent campers. | would like to know 
where you got such misieadang informavon” Please let me know Does a tent camper 
need a graywater tank” What do they do with graywater” They don't have any, they 
wash themselves and dishes in the lake. How is that different from a houseboat” The 
water comes from the lake and goes beck into the lake in both cases. What ss the 
difference? 


Page |-88 - Vissbulsty, Ozome. Given the size of the park, do you realty thunk the oumber 
of people that are on Rainy Lake or may be on it in the future really makes « difference” 
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After all the air over Rainy Lake doesn't just stay there! if the air over Rainy Lake 
changes, it is not from people on Rainy Lake. Don't be ndiculous! 


Page I-189 Keep the 200 existing undeveloped sites. But don't develop them! Why 
develop them? 


Page 1-191 Conclusion: You talk about group size. | haven't even seen a large group 
tike you have talked about in this book, on Rainy Lake! Maybe other lakes, | don’t 
know. Don't weat Rainy Lake like all other lakes if it is not the same! 


Page |-193 second paragraph. You really think closing a site because a site has what you 
call damage, is going to help? Stop and thunk. If you close a site there are fewer sites, 
those sites will have what you call damage. See where this is going” Looks like no sites! 
Thet is what you want, right? You develop more sites and bave less damage at each site! 
Maybe you should leave things alone and don't get so uptight about it 


Page |-197 Most of your statistics are guesses! How much graywater do you get for a 
tent camper? What is your guess on that? A person on a houseboat would be the sasne as 
a tent camper! 


Page |-205 Third paragraph. if some wildlife gets a litte more exercise, | am sure it 
won't hurt them. 


Page |-206 Third paragraph. That is a big joke! Gulls love people and love to be fed. 
Ma mallard and her little ones live by and on our docks, they sit there when we walk by 
and don't even move. My |2 year old dsughter sat on the dock with her hand in the 
water and the haif-grown ducks swam over to her and got to about | % feet from her 
hand! | don’t think they were disturbed! Eagles sit in nests or on branches and watch the 
boats go by! You can fool some people but not all of us! Where did you come from, St. 
Paul? 


Fifth paragraph - Wave action from boats! What happens when the wind blows” isn't 
that wave action? Sixth paragraph - You are guessing Doesn't mean a thing! 


Page |-207 - All seven meeror lakes have float planes, loon territories and one cagie nest. 
So what? Wild life adapted a long ume ago! Fourth & Fifth paragraphs really 

Show your double talk. Make up your mind. Regulated water levels, are they good or 
bed? Fluctuating water levels, are they good or bed? Fourth paragraph you don't like 
Ss Fifth paragraph you don't like fluctuating water leveis! Which is 


Page |-208 Fourth paragraph Then don't build anymore! Leave things as they are! 


Page |-211 Second paragraph. What do you mean by bay closures? Closures to what 
type of use? 














Page |-214 First paragraph. |low would visitor's damage w undeveloped sites be any 
different than to developed sites? 


Page 1-235 Second paragraph. Here we go again A houseboat doesn't have anymore 
graywater than 2 tent camper! Are you singling us ouf? Shame on you! We do not 
bring water from dock to shower or wash dishes in! Housebosts are not equipped that 
way! Water tanks are 10 gallons and hooked to pump faucets at each sink for drinking 
water, not shower or for dishes! 


Enough about what is in the book. ft is all double talk and a bunch of garbage. Rainy 
Lake hasn't deteriorated from houseboats or campers. We all know that, because both 
have been there for a long time and the lake hasn't changed! So, let's get to the bottom 
line of what is going on here. Or should | say let's start at the bottom line and work to 
the top to understand how we get to the bottom line! 


Bottom Line: A park created by our Federal government. Why, a foot in the door for a 
land grab? Barbera West appointed by Clinton. Why? To eventually close the park to 
people. Why? That is what Clinton wants. Why? Clinton is a puppet on a string for the 
U.N. (One world government). The U.N. wants land sway from the people and it 
closed to everyone. Calling it a park gets the bali rolling, next thing we know Clinton or 
some other corrupt president will call it a monument and the dirty deed is done. Our 
government owns over 1/3 of the U.S. now. It will continue to aquire land. The U.N. 
will end up controlling the world by controlling all the people, where they live and what 
they do. They will accomplish this through environmentalism. Barbara, Kathicen and 
everyone working for the park service: you all are being used and don‘! even know it! 
Maybe Barbara knows, but | am sure the rest of you are ail well meaning people. If you 
care about our coumtry, our sovereignty, freedom and our constitution, you should try to 
stop this. When someone tells you something. ask why’ Afler enough whys you start to 
learn something. Watch intelligence Briefing Thursday night at 7:30 on TBN. If you 
really want to get scared, call your congressman and ask for Executive Order #12919 
dated June 6, 1994. Also, ask them what the purpose of the order is and why congress 
allowed it. They sent me a copy of the order but didn’t answer the questions, | wonder 
wtry thet wes”? Very teresting reading! When reading it, ask yourself why? 
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ae yr ee instead end just forget about the Park. if we drove up and found out thet 10 private 
housebosts were siready in the Park overnight, we would end up driving 300 maes to 
eft at dock if we are at dock it is impossibie to enjoy the good quaiibes of the Ramy 
Lake. For example, we couldn go hiking on the trails st Anderson Bay, cook out on 
the beaches in Kempton Channel, enjoy Kettle Fails. or be anchored out in the bey 








| 
and ef and watch the widife. 
Voyagers Nebonsi | 
pens etal | tt wes also mentioned in the book thet they are tallung about heving all. and only 
3131 Highway 53 | houseboats purchese an overnight perma. | find tus rather abeurd since Voyagers 
/ ’ 
imemabonel Falls, MN 56649-8904 | Nations! Park is public lend and public water. | don’t need or buy 8 permit to use the 


recrestonel facilites st the public school. Why should we need of buy « perm to use 
our OWN housebost on public land and public weters. Thet just dosent make any 
To: Voyagers Netonei , 
. om | senee But let's say you Gecide to implement the perma system Would the perms 
building be open 24 hours 8 dey, seven days e week? Or would someone thet arrives 
wanes on Friday night have no wey of purchasing 8 permit unti Monday Also, will perms be 
| 


wil 
My name is EEE ond at the age of 17 | heave eryoyed vacationing on Rasy evetebie st places where housebosts are kept. or wil everyone have to drive mies 


Lake on the family housebost aii my life. Housebosting started in my family two | out of the wey to purchase @ permit? This would prove to be 8 greet annoyance to 
generations ago and hes become « family tradition ever since. | hope to be able to = 
~ Poca P  \eand Oo Gane | Now ebout the fee with the permit idea. There will be lots of people not happy about 
Managemen Pian instantly concemed evedebdty and length . 
— = © thet. if the NPS wants to obtain eccurate and reliable Park user deta, the impositon of 
time our ergoyment of Ramny Lake will continue. 


gathered through the overnight permit system. People ere not going to be happy 


| 8 fee will probebly heve a negstive effect on the sccuracy and reliability of the data 
| about having to obtain e permit to spend @ night or nights in the Park. Charging e fee 


The first thing | sew wes the imitation of 10 private houseboats in the Rainy Lake 
Besin per right. | find this herd to believe es reasonable when there is approximately could be the only incentve some peaple need to take 8 chance end not obten # 

4 times thet many up on Rainy Lake. My family end | drive 300 miles to vacation on perm. thereby rendenng the dete collected through the overnight permit system 
Rainy Lake, and by limiting the number of houssbosts to 10, it dosen't even come | inaccurate end unreliable. Aleo, to require dey-users to obtain & permit to enter the 
you want to encourage people to come to the perk. By putting such @ limi on private | neghtmare to the Park's Rangers. 

housebosts you ere sctusily turning people away if only 10 private housebosts ere 

going to be allowed in the Park per night, we could just es well go into Canede 
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As stated in your book, “the amount of greywater Gumped per housebost would equal 
1,280 gallons in a given summer. This transiates into 53,000 galions dumped into 
Rainy Lake’ (1-197). | find this number totally ridiculous. We don't even use our 
fresivester tank and neler do many of the other people | heve talked to. Besides. 
frestweeter is used for drinking. not showering and dosen't even reach the lake. 
Therefore, the numbers stated above ere compistely wrong. Even if some of the 
fresh water reached the lake, this would be a “negligible mpect to water quality.” By 
requiring ell housebost owners to install e greywater holding tank. you would be 
forcing them to apend unnecessary money on something they would never use! if 
everyone Gid install @ grayweter holding tank, where is it going to be pumped ou? Are 
New PUMPING systems going to heve to be built specifically for greywater, or is i going 
to be moxed with the pumpout of the bieckwater holding tank thet bosts heve? As far 
as holding tanks go. | do agree thet every housebost should heve a bieckweter 
holding tank. This shouldn't be dumped in the lake. 


There is also 8 part in the book thet stetes floatplenes pollute and disrupt wikdiife. 
Thus statement seems rather strange considering on page 1-190 i states, 
“Flostpiene use in the Park is siso substantially smeiier than any other type of 
motorized use end does not total more then about 50-75 fights from private planes. 
Therefore, impacts to water quality from flostplenes are assumed to be negligible.” if 
this is true, why ere the flostplenes such an issue or problem? Another reason | 
Gaagree with banning privete floatpienes from Reiny Lake is because my Grandpa's 
ite wee seved e couple of times by a private floatpiane owner. We were too for down 
the lake to get han to a hospital in time by boat. so a friend with e flostplane picked 
ham up and took him to the hospital which seved his Ife. | heve heerd tus ween't en 
ecleted case. There heve been other people helped by private flostplanes. 


Page 1-190 also taiks about sewage flowing into Rainy Lake from “communities.” it 
states, ‘Most of these septc systems in these communities are wittun 100 fest of 
Reny Lake’ and ‘ere similar in nature to greyweter releases from housebosts” but “is 





at least Goudie thet of greywater.” Surely ttus must be more of 8 concern then 
greywater from housebosts, yet you pick on the housebosts for the pollutant 
problems. | found out thet Ms. Przybyteki ives on Rainy Lake. is Ms. Przybyiski's 
septic system es problem? 


Hes Berbera Vest or any other peopie thet wrote the pian ever been on any of the 
major lakes thet ere going to be effected? Heve any of them ever eaperienced s 
houseboat trip to even be abies to pass good judgment on the topic thet s et stake? If 
the enewer is no. then there isn’ any reson why they should be able to make any 
decisions ss to the amount of housebosts on the lake et any specific me or to 
reguietes them in any way. 


The General Management Pian is 464 pages long. For people to be abie to read and 
have time to comment on the book takes longer than two months. Giving the people 
Only two months to eccomplish ttus task is next to impossible, especially Considering 
that most people don't find out right away. We ell need more time. 


After reading the Yovagars National Park General Menegament Pien/Envronmertal 
imoact Statementvietiors Jee and Faciities Pian there is only one conciusion to 
Grew. The Plan is prejudice against houseboats, doesn’t like campers, seys they 
wen people to come and yet require permits end other reguiatons thet diecourage 
people, and iets afi the bed tungs thet are happening to the environment and wikilife. 
yet they went to burn off the forests and build new campsites. Every part of the Plan 
contradicts enother pert and is completely confusing and everything hes to be 
deciphered. Personally, | think the only option to choose is etemnstive 1, “NO 
ACTION.” However, $5,806,449 is also of money for “no ection.” | bebeve the whole 
Plan should be dropped end things should be lef sione 80 people can eryoy the Park 
and the lakes without all the proposed heseles. We all know this won't happen 
because you are eliminsting motororeft end peaple one by one from the Perk You 
started with the persone! wetercrefi end cut beck on the snowmobiles slong with 
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5 August 18, 2000 
others. Mow you went to eirunete housebosts end flosiplenes. f woudd be 


wasrestng © 80 the reapones of the peopte if you just came out and sad your 

resr@on wes to eirrunate af actvity and peopie from the Park. | gusrantse the To: Voyageurs Nasonal Park 

reapones would be 8 lot larger and much louder. | am an owner of & private houseboat on Rasny Lake Please withhold my name and 

address \{ possibie | hus ietier s 0 summary, | heven | hed you 4UU page book ang 
enough to get through al] of 1. A detmied leary laser 


Why west all lakes the same” Rasny doesn't heve a many boats and people as some of 
the other lakes) Why develop more sites” More sxs equais more people. Teach peopic 
to property anchor a boat, then you don! need 10 4s clop more sites. Maybe the 
commercial operators wouldn't like that idea. by the private people would hike it if they 
tred a | could teach you how to successfully acho: a bousebosi even wm 8 strong wind, 
and you could teach other bosters. | could evr : be , resent to answer quesbons the firs 
ume f 1s taught and woulda’! charge for i ¢ ve though | don't like the Park Service and 
should charge double' Anchonng 1s an art. you don‘! just drop the anchor and everythung 
is fine. | never tie my boat to shore! What is graywaicr? If you are talking about water 
brought on bost at dock. used for showers and washang dishes. you don’! know how s 
houseboat funcnons The only water brought from the dock is used for dnnkung 





Sancerely. 








S3ISNOdSIY ONY SLNINWOD °7 INIA 


[8Z 


28 / 








CHarTer 3: COMMENTS ON THE Drart ENVIRONMENTAL Impact STATEMENT 











Vowume 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
282 














£8Z 


S3SNOdSAY GNV SLNINWWOD 7 ANNA 











Author bed i2Sac@yahoo.com at ap--internet 
Bate: 03/27/2000 8:30 
Normal 


Voyegeurs 
3131 Highway 53 


Dear Kathleen Praybylski : 


* Work with gateway communities and develop other partnerships to 
enhance park management : 


* Itegrate adaptive management of all areas of park management, including 
visitor carrying capacity studies. Consider all laws and policies pertaining 
to the National Park System and reconcile them in favor of resource protection. 
* Snowmobiles should only be allowed if and where iate, as detersi uw 


appropr 
by a winter use plan, and only if the wilderness suitability and integrity 
are not impaired. 


* Bvaluate floatplane use through an air tour management plan, as required by 
the National Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000. 


* Visitor destinations promoted in the plan should be based on documented sites 
of significance, not set at an arbitrary number. 


Thank you for this cpportunity. 
Sincerely. 





Editor’s Note: 

Similar letters were also submitted by the following individuals: 

Andelin, Clark J.; Atkinson, Christopher; Bail, Joseph K.; Bauman, Kevin; Beckman, 
Robyn D.; Bessonette, Michael; Biscay, Robert; Bleyle, Derek J.; Block, R. M.; Blum, 
Bruce I.; Brown, Michael; Buhler, Melissa K.; Burns, D. K.; Cinquemani, Dorothy K.; 
Coole, Greg; (\wntevman, Jessie; Crawford, Christine M.; Crosby, Jean; Cruz, 
Elizabeth S.; Daviantes, Nancy A.; Dean, Betty F.; Denison, Lou A.; DiLabio, Gena; 
Dittmar, Russ; Dixon, Marlin B.; Dornblaser, Mark; Economou, Constantina; Edwards, 
Robert; Eliswortl:, Kevin J.; Elmer, Sarah; Engelke, Susan N.; Espinosa, Mario; Fink, 
Bob; Fin'ay, Catherine; Flowers, Bobbie D.; Forsythe, Edward M.; Francis, Susan; 
Freese, Lisamwe; Frey, Shawn and Luanna; Friel, Bernard P.; Gonzalez, Ruth D.; 
Goring, Chris J.; Grace, Raymond M.; Hembree, James A.; Herath-Veiby Gail C.; 
Hert, Diane S.; Hill, Laura; Hope, R. Kiffin; Hudock, Chris; Jeffries, Lynne; Johnson, 
Genevieve; Kaspar, Patricia J.; Khalsa, Mha Atma S.; Kille, Stephen L.; Killian, 
Dawn; King, Jean; Klein, Barry T.; Krassnosky, Michael G; Kraus, Teresa M.; Kunkel, 
Cathy; Leggett, Robert and Dee; Lenz, Amy; Letendre, Michael A.; Lindgard, Sue J.; 
Luing, Basil; Maxwell, Cynthia; McGahee, Janelle C.; McGuire, Susan; Merriam, 
Howard M.; Miller, Kenneth L.; Monk, Mary W.; Montague, Susan J.; Nealen, 
Michele L.; O'Connell, Dorothy E.; Patch, Frances and Sumner; Patel, Avi; Patel, Nick 
M.,; Pearse, Alison A.; Perricelli, Claire S.; Puca, Rob; Remmers, Clyde M.; Ridgway, 
B. R. D.; Romine, Janet Holly; Ruscoe, Dean; Rutkowski, Robert E.; Sanderson, 
Audrey; Scott, Vicki L.; Seese, Sherry L.; Seltzer, Robert S.; Shosky, Daniel; 
Sonneville, David and Diane; Spotts, Richard A.; Stobaugh, A. L.; Stokes, Dianne G; 
Stone, Liz and Bob; Tanzer, Claudia A.; Thoumi, Gabriel Andres; Thrash, Ronald G; 
Turner, Kathleen Kaeding; Vaswani, Kumar; Wagner, Sandra R.; Wallace, Gerald W.; 
Wittman, Charley; Wyberg, Bryan L.; Wyberg, Sharon J.; Yeagley, Rebekah M.; 
Yingling, David G Jr.; Zeller, S. G; Ziomek, Karen; Zweig, Christa L. 
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: Audrey Chute et EP-VOYA 


Author Author: ‘Kenneth Alger* <kalgereesil .stlaws.edu> at op--isternet 
Data. 10/20/2000 7:27 AM 
Boreal 


Date: 08/31/2000 10:59 AN 
Hormel 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at HP-VOTA 
Subject: Seaplane Access 


I*@ eure you folks are inundated with comments so I'l) be brief 








Point #1: 
Seaplanes ere MOT the seme a8 cutboerd motors. They do not expel oily 
- Forward Header two-cycle exhaust into the water as Go outboards, they do not destroy 
Subject: General Management Plan eqguatic plants end disrupt silt beds as do outboards and there is little 
Author: “Paul J Alexanger* <Paul J Alexander@seexp.com> at nap--internet 
Date: 10/19/2000 5:27 Pm 


Poist 62: 


or so shoreline degradation from seaplane wakes 
anes 


It's MOT just the idle rich who ow seapl . Many households with 
Dear Superintendent : | annual incomes of less than $508 own these aircraft, often through 

Significant sacrifice. Denying these folks eccess to lakes denies thea 
I am writing to you regarding the proposed revisions in your General Management access to their lifelong passion -- sounds trite but, in fact, that’s 
Pian. the truth of it. 


It is my feeling that our National Parks should be kept in the most naturel and i Point 6): 

pristine state possible. Having traeveled to northern Minnesotse several tines Seaplane eccess is clearly MOT an environmente) issue, but « questions of 

to vieit the Boundary Waters Cance Area Wilderness as well as countless sestheticse which. of course, is highly subjective. Frankly, sany folks 

Mational Parke and wilderness areas, 1 understand that to truly enjoy nature. equate the existence of seaplanes with « wilderness experience such as 

one sust remove themselves. as fer as possible, from civilization (noise might be found im Aleske. To declare that euch « clean and uncbtrusive 

pollution, air pollution, water pollution, roads, etc.) . means of access is less appropriate than, say, trudging through fragile 
forests seems, to this long-time pilot. pretty darned silly. 

Therefore, it is my hope that in revising/rewriting the General Management Plan 

for Voyegers National Park, you will reduce, to the largest extent possible, the Very respectfully submitted. 

use of motorized vehicles (floet planes, snowmobiles, houseboats, automobiles. ) 

etc.). In doing this, you will preserve the wilderness experience that campers. Ken Alger 

hikers, skiers, snowshoers, kayakers. cancers, and other “non-motorized” users kalg@etlew edu 


are visiting for. 
Thank you for your ear. 


Peul Alexander 
Denver, CO 
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CHAPTER 3: COMMENTS ON THE Draft ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 





(G1) 63-3247 


October 17, 2000 


Barbera Wen, Supermiendent 


Voyageurs Nebona] Park 


3131 Haghway 3 


Re General Management Plan for Voyageurs Naboaa Park 


Deas Supenmenden West, 


internemonal Falls, MN 56649 


Masntameng non-motonzed areas wien the Voyageurs Nanoaa Park s very mmportant 


Thus accommodates masy visstors who do not want the mtrumon of motonzed recresbonal 
velactes and best protects the natural aspect of the park Please adept Alternative 2 fer 


the management of Voyageurs National Part. | especially thank banmng flostplanes 
end wang 20-wake areas on the big lakes s emportant 








“Allen Anderece* <allan@necrshore.net> at ap-- internet 


09/19/2000 9:49 An 





Boreas) 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et BP-VYOTA 


Subject: Pw: General Management Plan Comments 


ween eee eeeene-seeeeeeneee-s-+----- Message Contents 


i! 


could successfully count visitor 


tuting @ year long scientifically 


visiter counts to justify any long 
be gained without instituting « 


33 °° 


opposed 
oppoeed to 
ignatioca 
the spec 
use should edditioca 
floatplanes, improved docking at Kettle Palis and the 
pemphiects promoting private flostplane 
should be developed for 
Consession agreements heve not worked in the park and should not be expanded 
watil edequate visitor sumbers will] support the consessions. 


sites within the park. A good commercial policy 


floatplane service within the park. 


visitor sumbers to support « 
of alternative 1 Present Course of 
get on ay 
of the 
support 


Allea c 
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Methor: “Dan Anderson* <boater@isd.net> at np-- internet 
Date: 09/22/2000 9:42 AM 
Bormal 








Ruthor . & Deb Anderson” <danderson@] ightdog.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/10/2000 8:49 Px 
Normal 


Subject: Voyegeurs National Park Ge 
le ee Message Contents 


I em writing to comment om the Draft Genera] Management plan for Voyageurs 
Bational Park. 


I support “alternative 2° in the plan. The emphasis that it embodies on resource 
protectiocs for this satural resource is important to ae. I have lived in the 
Twis Cities eres of Minnesota all ay live (with « stint for college in Duluth) . 
an evid cutdoors person, yesr round, and feel strongly that to not preserve 
to ensure future generations will enjoy the same besuty and experience 
we have been able to would be a huge sistake! 


as 
In eG@dition, I support tighter controls on snownobiling. eliminating any racing 
(which cam occur on one of our other over 10,000 lakes). eliminating float plane 
house bost use, and the proposal to use free park permits to gather 


287 
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| wish to comment an the jane 2000 Graf: General Management Plan (GMP) andi 
Enviroraneraal lmpact Stetemere (EIS) tor Voyageurs Nenorei Perk 


Your esachess on the natural resource values of VNP s posipve and torward-tooking 


Please use Alernenve 2 tr managirg Nettonal Park over the rama decade 


Thes albernetive represerds the best meers of sustatrang the ureque gifts that WNP hes to 
offer the state. the netian amd the workd 


Most maportar: tn thes alerretve s the bar or flostpianss and the msuence of no-wahe 

arens on the tng nkes Se nen ate te ae al 

the lang term health af the perk » netural rescusces ard os 6 meare to 

ute variety ef ciehem, Sengpast yous conmmmantied Gest taibend would ta gudaies 
eppreciate o wad & Shoepach Lake 


As you contamue to work on management wsues please consider the recey Nationa! 


Park Service dectston to ban snowmobiles m other netional parts Restrictore on 
snowmobiles. mn Voyageurs tor safety masors alone ere long overdur arc! need vou 
eftenbon 


Thank you for conmdering these comunents 








ASF 


Ocasber 15, 2000 


. > ” : , 
- 44 
Nepona Part 
inaernemone Felis WON 


Comme regwdanag Ccncra Managemem Pias 
Dear Part Personaai 


Recently my bushend and | spem 4 Geys in the part the ast weet of Sepeember Not 
only wes the part not crowded but the weather wes fantasix 


Thus now us long overdue Bow of us would like 10 express gy rong suppor for ie 
Pack manseepcn, Syperumcadee Gert “cst aod the Ocoee, Magagemen Pleo 


*©*Wiehas the GM pine we would also stronfhurge the part to implements cap on the 
aummber of commercia) houseboats allowed witiun the part 8! azy gven bme Time and 
aghmn as wt menvor the use of Voyaguers to fremds the subyect of too many housebosts 
crops up Although we ded aot experience this on ow recem Sept visit. | do bebeve ow 
frends who heve spent Dme in the part °** 


Both of us heve tipped in the Southwest at Gien Camyon Navona! Recreapos Ares on 
Lake Poweil h u overrun eth howsebuss and in general s Geagustung expenence when 
the houseboats (not all) became boom box party boss Please do ai! thet \5 legally 
possible to svosd tha ww Voyagucrs 


| beleve it is worthy to note that our fermly uses power bosts as well as cano.s and 
kayaks 9 We are not anb-dosters 


Wary & deta 


210 Rockndge Circle 
Duluth, MN 55804 
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2:03 


“Curious Pellow’ <bandylcon@hotas:| com> et np--internet 


16/26/2000 


: I prefer Alternstive 2 





TO: Kethlees Preybyleki et BF-VOTA 


dst or 
Bete 
fs 
Mellie, 





) 


your emsiling (and/or esiling) liet for future 
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i 

sf 
34 

of 


, ™ S663 


Hotmail et http://w 


S-asil tree 





vete. 
Shere inforestion sbout yourself, creste your own public profile at 


http: //profiles men cos. 
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Author: Audrey Chute at NP-VOYA 
Date: 09/26/2000 7:55 AM 
Bormal 








Subject: Comment on VEP 
Author: “Curious Pellow* <handyloon@hotmail.com> at np--internet 
Date: 03/24/2000 12:39 PM 


Dear Superintendent. 

As a trequent visitor to VNP, I'd like to support efforts to reduce and 
ultimately eliminate bouseboats, as well as * 1 watercraft* and 
snownobi 


les from the park. Aside from the big lake, I'd like to see all boat 
motors banned as well. 


It's sad that those of us who visit our national park aust endure the 


Thank you. 





Get Your Private, Pree E-wail trom MSN Hotmail at http://wew.hotmall.cos. 


Share information abowt yourself, create your own public profiie at 
http: //profiles.asn.coa. 








AW 


3131 Highway 53 
international Falls, MN 56649-8904 


eat F lanning Coordinator . 


I have reviewed my copy of the General Management pian and fee! the Proposed 
Acton is the mosi acceptable of the three alternatives. 

1 do feel however, that houseboat permits should be lumuted to the 50 specified in in 
Ahernative 2. My most unfavorable expenences in Voyageurs have been concerning 
housebosts. This opunion comes from having operated rented houseboats on 4 different 
occasions in Voyageurs, as weil as motor bost/camped numerous times. 

Wood gathering is a very important part of the wilderness expernence. Requinng the 
purchase and/or transporting firewood for a weeks camping is not acceptable. My 
expenence has beer that we have been abie to gather enough dry driftwood washed up on 
shores to meet our needs. Dry aspen cut and debarked by beavers makes excellent 
firewood that burns without hardly any smoke! 

I have no objection to 8 overnight reservation systern for tent sstes. | don’t like the 
ides of allowing groups of |8 or more. | would like to see groups limited to not more than 
8 people at any site. 

Thanks for the opportunity to participate in the planning process for Voyageurs 
National Park. 


Sincerely, 


Devid R. Andreasen 
6334 Red Fox Lane 
Edina, MN 55436 


PS: Keep persona! watercraft out of Voyageurs! ! 





ANIWALVLS LOVAW] TVWLNIWNOWANY L4V¥Q FHL NO SLNINWOD ‘¢ WaLdVHD 








162 





SASNOdSIY GNY SLNINWO,) :Z7 IWNTIOA 





Ruthor: Arndorfer <arndorfer@ncn.net: st nmp--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 10:45 AN 
Borm) 


TO: Kathlean Prsybyleki at MP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageur's Mational . urk 
Se ee eee center erent een reeers -se----- Message Contents 
I want to tell you that I support GHP's “Alternative 2* to 
preserve Voyageur's Matiocnal Park. 
Sharon Arndorfer, 105 Wood Acres, Algona, IA 50511 





Ad 





Author: “Pat Atwater" <atwaterpat@hotmail.com> at np--internet 
Dete: 10/11/2000 1:51 Pm 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybylski at MNP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs National Park 


canoeing and camping in the park next year. 
Thanks, 


Pat Atwater 
Eldorado, GA 317394 





Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http: //wew.hotmail.coa. 


Share information about yourself, create your own public profile at 
http: //profiles.msn.cce. 
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Author: “Bruce K. Barnard” <barnerdesundaylake.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 8:22 AM 
Normal 


eit te te ee 


, I believe that GaPS2 provides the proper balance 
between users and the need tc protect an irreplaceable resource. 


I would like to see some changes that would: 


1. limit the number of houseboats in the park at any one time. 
2. keep floatplane use the 2 es ees Se a. 
. Implement a free peruit 


Orr in St. Lowis County which contains over 
90 percent of the park and is closer to three of the four park visitor 


i279 B. $00 Bast Ra. 


Similar letters were also submitted by the following individuals: 

Bell, Noelle; Bruce, Goff; Fargione, Joe; Firman, Scott; Johnson, Denny; Kenny, Sister 
Betty; Krueger, Derek; Matthew, Elaine; Moss, Paul; Saxton, Robert and Suzy Human; 
Sorenson, David; Taylor, Mike; Winkler, Katherine. 





AIA 
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Author: ‘Bell; Moelle G.* <NGBELL@stthomss.edu> at ap--internet 
Date: 10/18/2000 3:46 pt 
Bormal 


I wish to comment on the June 2000 draft General Management Plan (Gu) for 
Voyageurs Batices] Park Your emphasis on the natural rerource values of 
Pid 


unique 
gifts that VuP has to offer the state, the sation and the world. Most 


: 
f 
i 
3 
; 
8 
: 
E 


snowmobiles in other sational parks. Restrictions on snowmobiles, in 
Voyageurs for safety reasons alone, sre long overdue and need your 


Purtherwore, I support removing the Chain of Lakes trail om the Kabetogams 
Peninsula. 


Thask you for considering these commente. 


Sincerely, 
Boelle Bell 

616 Ashland Ave 
St. Paul, mi SS104 
(651) 296-8817 


Editor's Note: 
Similar letters were also submitted by the following individuals: 


Bruce, Goff; Fargione, Joe; Firman, Scott; Johnson, Denny; Kenny, Sister Betty; 


Krueger, Derek; Matthew, Elaine; Moss, Paul; Saxton, Robert and Suzy Human; 
Sorenson, David; Taylor, Mikz, Winkler, Katherine. 


Dew Sepemdecled Wert Uf xfoo 
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B wold abe 


Simceve ly y) 
(Je Bellehumone) 
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Kattueen Prryvytein, GMP Coordinator 


Oceer Ms. Prrypytein 


| would lke to Comment on the Genera Managernent Pler tor Voyageurs Nabone Part 
| bekeve & ss wnportent that the park hes 3 strong and though®ul management pien 
Overall. my tarnily and | fevor ARernatve $2 Special concerns inctude 


Houvsebosts—they must be lied to current numbers or tess Grey-weeter holding 
Systems. 86 well as biech-water (huenen weste) shousd be required on aii houseboats to 
protect water quality All visors in the perk. whether on boasts or land should property 
@epose of humen waste and greywater (not in iekes’) 


Ficetpianes—thes use should be restricted to the large lakes and not allowed on the 
takes witwn the Kabetogams Perunsuie. 


Campeitss—onty Geeaignated carnpetss shicutd be slowed for camping (inciuding 
Overman boats). and fires only af the metal frerings at these campeites o: dey-use 
anes 


Snowmobiles should not be allowed on the Kabetogeme Perunsuls except to portage 
KetRe Felts Racing events should not be allowed 


Conesdering the abundant opportunities for motorized use on the large iskes the 
Kabetogame Perunsuts shousd be managed 88 & wikderness ares with only non- 
motonzed recreston. to beiance sil recreatonel needs im the perk 


The park should piace more emphesss on managing @3 naturel and scermc beeuty. not 
retaining end restonng cans ard sites which heve been acquired and heve dutsous 
“culture significance”. such as recrestcne! quelibes in sddibor the 
archeological/cuRural emphasis should be on Netve Americans and Voyageurs 


Finally. the perk headquarters should be moved Most of te park ss in St Lous County 
and a combined visitor center/heedquarters neer Orr would bette: serve the residents of 
the perk ares and the visitors treveling Hwy 53 


Thank you for tus opportunity to comment on the future management cf Voyageurs 
Netonel Park Minnesota's ony natone! perk 


Abn rel Dem an 


z) 
P.O. Box 312 
Two Harbors, MN 55616 


October 8.2000 =. . 9 
3131 Highway SS oe oc © ae 
Wesrnatonei Fae WN 56649 














Author “Roger Sennett’ <kountry@frontiernet net> st np--isternet 
Dete 08/12/2000 6:39 An 

Borews. 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et BP-VOTA 


Cee rescore soooeseereeoooles corse Teoee Message Contents 

Deer Kathleen: I would like to voice sy opinion in favor of the no changes to 
sircraft flights in and on the Voyegers Perk ares. I beleve that sircraft 
treffic causes sininal effect on the perk environment. i ales am concerned sbout 
funneling a1] eircraft creffic throwgh the narrow corridor from Crane Lake to 
Sandpoint Leke in times of low ceiling and vieabiliy. when ac aircraft doesn't 
have the 4000 ft. required to fly ower the park. Sesectively Roger Sennett 
W475B8. B42SAR 
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Author: George Berdes <gberdes@nnex.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 6:46 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Save Voyageurs 
comecocroororocosocosocecccccecsocose Message Contents 
Dear Ms. Przybylski, 


For all the good and compelling reasons you already know, please do 
everything you can to resist efforts to strip Voyageurs of iis 
protection as a national park. It's long overdue time we stood up to 
think nature and beauty can be found only with the invasion of 
cnowmobiles and ATV's. Thank you. 

George R. Berdes 





AN 


4122 Regeut St. 
Duluth ;WWN’ 45504 
i Out. 1%, 2000 


Kath! CCH Pry by/sky, CMP «. ord nator 
Vo ageurs National fark 

3/3/ Itwy 5S 

Lylernatioval Falls, MN 56649 


urutere 
vs be OG Y oft 
Aipntwtgyee 


Y weld Lhe Wo 20 Voip 
a f; Pod Mi teed sadn “aieheate 


trbseal reoad | er” “lib, 
Vital Yr an 
ctrutlion She 


077 the A aon | Ling Fell, 
whe. The Ze et Sea Walt 24 aw, rt, 
© EG Vy aebotal tbe ? 


jit AMteatle! of tcbyihi OF tat 
y 4 tole At eel ced ete 


ae 


“4, Gm? 








LNIWALVLS LOVdW] TWLNIWNOWIANY 14VYQ JHL NO SLNIWWO) *€ YaLdVHD 


£62 


SISNOdSIY ANY SLNIWNOD °7 INNIOA 





on do sed Ltt lt hpely 


"oad OL. 
Number 4 wee eed Jp 


oe erat Late 7 5 (Leip 


“SFE. cpacgenolly 
bbls be 


diy th enn sora - 


rhe, 2d ton] ete 

a) LL) LZ | mw lo OF 
Why, tub: ~ ee park gewweek 

Pi Ge at whe tel ee el 
Aihle f C 

yoy ‘nfl cigheanalye A. 
Thea rele yde Jor -¢ e ay a 
Artie 


fill fet tlaer 
Grevda BENGE 









Author: MARK BETZ <ld 
Date: 10/05/2000 2:50 PM 
Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Saving Voyageurs Wational Park 

tree ee cecccccocccc corr cocccccocccccce Message Contents 


Dear Ms. Przybylski: 





@yahoo.com> at np--internet 


name is Mark Betz. I am a concerned citizen of 
Denver, Colorado who is interested in the preservation 
of our national parks. I understand that Voyageurs 
National Park (VNP) is coming under review regarding 
its designation as a national park as well as the 
usage of its property. 


I would urge you to support the General Management 
Plan's Alternative 2. Also, I would advocate for the 
limited usage of houseboats within VWP since there are 
numerous others sites within Minnesota's lake country 
to operate them where they would negatively impact 
wildlife and non-vehicle users of the park. 
Purthermore, I understand that International FAlls, 
the current home of VNP's visitor center, is not an 
ideal home for the VWP's visitor center as many 
citizens in the area are negatively disposed towards 
the park's presence. Instead, the town of Orr in St. 
Louis County would be a more friendly environment for 
the VNP visitor center. 





integrity of VNP both for human use as well as for 


| 
In summary, please do what you can to protect the 
| animal habitation. Thank you for your time. 


Sincerely, Mark Betz 





Do You Yahoo!? 
Yahoo! Photos - 35mm Quality Prints, Now Get 15 Free! 
http: //photos. yahoo. com/ 
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Author: “"Chellney B* <chellnyb@notmail.com> at np internet 
Date: 09/15/2000 1:39 PM 
Normal 
TO: Kathleen Przybylsk: at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs NP Draft Plan 
PROS ASORSED OS OOES- = cee eewcerescoes Message Contents 


Please register my support for version #2 of the plan 


Thank you. 
Chellney Bier 
Minneaplis MN 





Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www. hotmail com. 


Share information about yourself, create your own public profile at 
http: //profiles.msn.com. 


Author: ‘“Chellney B” <chellnyb@hotmail.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/16/2000 2:34 PM 

Norma] 

TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Draft Management Plan-Comments 

Torre rrr crs eceneenecccccce---+e- Message Contents 
Please register my support for Alternative 2, including 


---snowmobile use only if it does not compromise wilderness integrity 
---@limination of snowmobile races within the park 
---requirement of permits for all overnight use 

-@ cap on houseboats, both commercial and private 


Thank you! 


Chellney Bier 
Minneapolis - MN 





Get Your Private, Pree E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http://www. hotmail.com. 


Share information about yourself, create your own public profile at 
http: //profiles.msn.com. 


Editor’s Note: 
_ Similar letters were also submitted by the following individuals: 
| Roscetti, Dennis; Saxton, Robert and Suzanne Human; Skeen, Marianne. 
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Saturday, October 14, 2000 


Barbara West 

Voyageurs Nationa] Park 
3131 Highway 53 
Imernational Falls MN 56649 


Dear Barbare, 


Thank you for your efforts to preserve the unique gifts that Voyageurs National Parks has to 
Offer the state, nation and world. It distresses me that our protected wilderness areas are under 
continual assault by those who wish to turn them into thrill and amusement parks. 


Akernative 2 seems to be the best method for managing VNP over the next decade. The most 
important facet of the alternative is the ban on float planes and the ixsuence of no- wake areas 
on big lakes. It is extremely important to retain no-motorized areas for the long term health of 
the park's natural resources and to accommodate a wide variety of visitors, the majority of 
whom seek quiet places. Your recommendation for foot trails is exceilent. 


It ts also extremely important to consider a ban on snowmobiles in the park. Not only do OHV 
and snowmobiles destroy every type of ecosystem in the nation, but they have a severe 
negative impact on resources such as air quality, soil, vegetation, wildlife, visual quality, and 
other recreational use such as hiking, backpecking, cross-country skiing, tenting and fishing. 
Our state forests and parks are the few remaining places where we can go and enjoy 
comparative silence and tranquillity. Why bring the speed and noise of our highways into our 
forests and parks when you can find all you want of such activities in our cities? 


Thank you for your attention. 


Cort f Berever 





August 29, 2000 


2038 Town Road 492 
Int’! Falls, MN 56649 


Ms. Barbara West, Supt. 
Voyageurs Nat’! Park 
3131 Hwy $13 

Int'l Falls, MN 56649 


Dear Ms. West, 


Consider this '.aer in request of information .»d support of change in regard to the 
prupuse? policics involving overnight boat visits to the pack. Specifically, | do not support a limit 
to ten non-commercial housebdosts and/or other boats capable of an overnight stay in Voyageurs 
on Rainy Lake or pre-registration for them. While we do not presently own one we did for nine 
years, urtil 1996, have a 22' fiberglass cruiser which was fitted out for overnight camping (on 
board); we may own such a boat in the future. | don't know how many sites would be needed to 
cover all current or projected users but | would be in favor of a liberal number under the 
assumption that most would be occupied by local residents such as myseif on a short notice, 


| do not wish to comment upon the need for fifty commercial housebust campsites on 
Rawry at this time since | do not know how many sites are presently available ior thew use | also 
do not wish to get into a divisive argument with the current houseboal operators over a limued 
number of sites, nor do | wish or expect them to subjugate private user interests to ‘hear own. 
However, | would like to know if any houseboat, commercially or privately owned » presently 
or in the proposed policies, allowed to dock overnight at any of the park service docks. If my 
memory serves me correctly, i seems that the park service prohibited commercia! houseboats 
from utilizing park docks for overnight stay in the 1980's when we first started bost camping In 
my experience commercial houseboat renters didn't always follow this policy, if in fact, 1 was/s 
still prohibited. At any rate, my point here is that houseboats are quite capable of nosing up on 
shore, tying off and being secure. However, if you have a fiberglass bost and attempt this you are 
certain to damage the gel-coat and in time the hull integrity will be compromised. Thai only 
leaves overnight dock stays or nding an anchor in protected waters as viable options. Is ether of 
these now being considered an overnight stay, which will require e reservation, if nesther option 
would be at « designated housebosi campsite” 


| hope that «cal suggestions on this matter will be considered, found workable within the 
general perk plan, asw idopted. Non-commercial bost camping is a low-impact. low-density 
activity within the park as everything is transported both ways and a wake leaves vutually no 
footprints upon the water 


If you have any questions please write or call at (2/8) 286-3438. | would appreciate 
comments end answers to the questions | have asked 
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Author: robert blair <pacwolf@juno.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 12:48 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at WP VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs National Park 


My name is Robert Scott Blair and I live at 2915 Sailor Avenue in Ventura, 
California, 93001. As » frequent visitor and ardent lover of Voyageurs 
National Park I am writing to strongly urge you to support: 


1. The G4P's ‘Alternative 2,° which provides better environmental and 
resource protection for the park than any of the other alternatives. 


2. The institution of a free permit system for overnight visitors in the 
park to help park managers gain better statistics on park usege. 


3. An end to snowmobile racing in the park. I believe that such activities 
are inappropriate in @ national park and, there is no shortage of venues 
eleewhere on Minnesota's 15,000 lakes. 


4. The National Park Service developing more opportunities for non motorized 
use and ending the lopsided balance in favor of motors. All that noise 
Gefinitely takes away from the feeling of peace and quiet that I like to have 
when I go to Voyegeurs. 


5. Keeping floatplene use at its current level and opposing any move to 
allow commercial floatplane use in the park. 


Thank you for listening, and more for acting. I love Voyageurs NP and the 
above actions I believe will help make it even more. wonderful as « place of 
wildness, peace, and beauty. I am looking forward to my next visit there 
aiready, as well as to hearing from you and what you end up supporting. 


Sincerely, 
Robert Scott Blair 








Author: ‘Amy Bleakney” <bleakneyamy@hotmail com> at op--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 9:45 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybylek: at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs National Park 


Me. Preybyleki - 


-1 am weitiog thie email in support the GMP'’s “Alternative 2,*° which 
provides better environmental and resource protection for the park than the 
GMP’s preferred alternative. I also strongly support limiting the number of 
houseboats that can be in the park at any one time, and developing « 
houseboat management plan that follows the GMP. 


T aleo ask of you to endorse the proposal to keep floatplane use at ites 
current level and oppose any move to allow commercial floatplane use in the 


I etrongly agree with the institution of a free permit system for 
overnight visitors in the park 

I ask of you to insist on an end to snowmobile racing in the park 
(so-called “radar rune"). Such activities are inappropriate in a national 


x. 

And finally, I urge the National Park Service to develop more 
opportunities for non-motorized use and end the lopsided balance in favor of 
motores. 


Thank you for your time- 
Amy 8 Bl 

1249 Nicola Drive 
Aurore, OH 44202 





Get Your Private, Free E-mail trom MSN Hotmail at http://wew hotmall com. 


Share information about yourself, create your own public profile at 
http: //profiles men.com. 
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Author: GSrent Blue <bblue@eeromedix. com> at np--internet 

Date: 06/22/2000 2:37 Pm 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at MP- "OYA 

Subject: Voyegers Bational Park don't change seaplane policy. 

Heer n en neem eeeeeereeseseesesensesens Message Contents 

It has come to my attention that a group is trying to limit seaplane 

operations Voyegers National Park. 

I would like to voice my opinion that seaplane operations should be allowed 
= ——— as they Go now, without additional restrictions. 
incerely. 


Brent Blue 


Brent Blue 

bb lue@eeromedix com 
wow. aeromedix com 
Aeromedix. cos 

P.O. Box 3370 

962 West Broadway 
Jackson, WY 83001 
668 362 7123 

307 733 0032 Pax 





Author: ‘Del & Elaine* <mistyl@cpinternet com> at np--internet 
Date: 06/19/2000 4:35 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Przybyleki et WP-VOYA 
CC: «<mistyl@cpinternet com> at NP-- INTERNET 
Subject: Voyageurs National Park 
ere ee wesecccccecer cnn eeccccecscscocos Message Contents 
We & our children have had the privilege of using VHP since 1978 when we bought 
our houseboat. We planned & waited for our 7? weeks of vacation every year. Today 
our children have left & we've retired. We finally have the time to spend at 
our houseboat. However you are making @ decision to teke that freedom away from 
us by limiting the number of houseboats in the park on any one day. 10 is the 
number that is stated; which is too low. You want allot of people to use the 
but it appears you want them to utilise the commercial houseboat 
facilities. That ien't fair! We alec don't want to have to compete with any 
other bost with « potty. Today, lote of boate have them & they take their big 
boate all over the country. We stey here permanently, paying yearly dockage. In 
our case 2}yrs. There are about 30 private housebosts in our besin 
everyone wanted to be in the park for the imum emount of days during the 
months of June, July, & August, there woul t be enowgh days. Someone would 
have to stay at the dock. (I say only three months because of the 
not allowing the use of our boat in the spring & fall.And the max amount of days 
is dictated by the park regulations.) We do feel like we are bei 
against. Make it fair!! We understand you want open to All--- you ;are 
getting the opinion of All. Only those of care. We care enough about VP to 
clean up the litter of Mr. John Q. Public, lp & direct those in the park who 
need it, obey the regulations, & clean up own litter. On the subject of 
registration . we feel if you need to know who is in the park, you should make 
it very easy for us private houseboats to register---even if the office is 
closed. But truthfully speaking, we feel that you should grandfather those of us 
here today in to free access to the perk and please don't slot use in with the 
big boate thet come & go at will just because they heve @# potty on board & can 
sleep on board, etc. We are Delmont & Elaine Blume, 75 Midway Drive Virginie, 
mm. $5792 Phone 218-741-1968 or mistyl@cpinternet com. Thankyou! 
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Author: ‘Phil Blume" «<pblume@hotesil com> st np--internet 
Date. 08/22/2000 10:21 mm 
Norma) 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki eat BP-VOYA 
Subject: voyeger's national park/houseboats 


Kathieen. 

I attended the Voyeger's Bational Perk meeting loceted in St. Paul and 1 am 

writing you to voice ay opinion the housebosts entering the park. 
1 am the son of long time and now retired housebost owners. My family has 


being carried onboard. 

Por example, is « host « houseboet because is has « heed? or is « houseboat 
trailorable? 

hy Poy he yA, ~ yy A— vk 4 A 
go out 


I view the National Park Services attempt te count the number of bosts 
inside the park as « logical secesrity, if for aothing sore than for safety 
~-g—DAyy »~ Ate de® 4475 But, keep in sind 
fi A 5.4.C.A.4.. If visitor's te northern Minnesote 
went ine wilderness, it's only « miles away from Voyager's 
Please reconsider the houseboset iseve. the rules of entry directly 
effects our LIVES. 
Thank you, Kathleen, for your ettention to thie setter. 
Sincerely. 
Phillip Siw 

’ ros et http: //ow co 





20k 





l.com et op - internet 


Date. 10/22/2000 11:45 
Norma) 


Sent vie e-mail October 22, 2000 


3131 Highwey 5) 
Interaetional Falls. MW $6649 


Dear Superintendent West. 


Please include these comments in the official record regarding the General 
Management Plan for Voyageurs National Park 


Firet, I want to eay thet you end your eteff heve Gone an sdmireble job of 
belencing interests -- a)]1 interests in thie tremendous netional resource 
Thank you for your efforts and especially for your emphasis on neturel 
resource protection wit! in the park. That said, I support the Alternative 2 
General Management Plan. Please consider the following: 


I support motorized and non-motorized uees of the perk 

I have perticipeted in two multi-day kayak tripe and @ service-oriented cance 
trip to Voyegeure Park, 11 in Leake Kabetogems. I found the expe-ience to be 
Gelightful and very cppropriate for non-motorized recreation. «at the time of 
our trip, the visitor center wes not open. so we hed to enter following Ash 
River. While thie was quite trafficky. boaters quickly disyersed once we 
reached the lake. It was poesible to pecdle quietiy, pescie< occasional 
motor boeters without feeling like we were ‘*competing" for solitude. I do, 
of course, look forward to being able to avoid the Ash River treffic on ay 
next trip by leaving directly from the visitor center. 


There should be designeted campsites for non-motorized users 

On two of the above tripe, we treveled to Lost Bay. This is @ very exciting 
plece for paddlers to go, because it is tucked 
hiking treile, which many of use took 


Finding cempeites is tougher when you're peddling, because you've got to 
spend « lot gore time going froe one plece to the next. Unfortunately we hed 
te eake Go with one of the unofficial campsites, which I's sure contributes to 
unwanted imspects on the perk. Just as there are eaple “houseboat -on) 

ites, there should be eaple *paddiers-only* cempeites. They do not need 
co be chabesete, they Suse aeed 00 be avetlents. Lest Bey ie an excellent 
location for such campsites, end there aay be « few other logics) locations 
thet ere within esaey reech (i.e. 2-4 hours pedal Gietance) of each visitor 
center. A great inhibitor to anyone wishing to somewhere is an 
uncertainty that there will be « place to stay once they've been on the water 


There should be sore ites for everyone 

There is « ef etticiol campeites in Veyegeure mations) Perk, 
reeulting ina cemping ‘anywhere"® and hus ively impecting the 
perk. Some the gore heavily iepected unofficial campsites should 
immediately be established ae officie) sites and given some amenities But 
please, forego the tent pede and bear boxes for the tine being and 
concentrate on provid ® letrine ené fire pit. Go these two steps firet 
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myself. While I welcome increased *visitorship* I hope that equal attention 
will be given to non-motorized users as has already been given to motorized 
users. For this reason, I support a cap on the number of houseboats in the 
park. It just so happens I was “mooned" by some people on a houseboat 
once... Mow, I'm not saying everyone who rents a houseboat does this sort of 
thing, but it is certainly indicative of the “*party* like atmosphere of 
houseboats. It's not too much of a leap to assume these are the same people 
who are chucking their beer cars overboard. All that aside. I believe there 
are plenty of opportunities for houseboat operators to expand their 
businesses by diversifying -- they could provide outfitting services for 
paddlers, for example. Growth does not have to mean more of the same. 


We do not need floatplanes in the park 
Besides, offer the opportunity to one concessionaire and where do you stop? 


If there is one there will likely be many, and the park could do without that 
added noise. 


I support s permit system for the park 

PLEASE institute a permit system for the park, even if there is no fee 
(although I support a modest fee for wvernight park visitors). It is the 
OMLY way we can truly get a handle on how many visitors there are to the park 
and for what activities they are using the park. It is also the OWLY way to 
educate EVERY park visitor about park etiquette and basic stewardship. Most 
people do not know how to go to the toilet in the woods, how to build fires, 
or how to setup camp without disrupting the very resource they are there to 
enjoy. If a permit were required of every group of visitors, they could be 
given a brochure and a brief tutorial, much like they do in the BWCAW, to 
teach the basics. Disposing of waste and building fires properly does not in 
any way hamper one's enjoyment of the park; it'll only help make the 
experience better for the next group. 


I support closure of some bays and quiet zones 

I support closure of some bays to protect waterfowl and wildlife habitat 
where it is deemed for nesting, breeding or other activities. This 
may mean permanent closures or seasonal ones, and I would leave that to the 
park's discretion. I also support closure of some bays to motorized use so 
there are some “quiet zones" within the park. It's big enough for 
everybody... surely there ought to be areas where paddlers and hikers can go 
to get away from any noise. 


I support more trails and limits to snowmobile access 

I support the construction and maintenance of more hiking treils within the 
park, including a trail to Shoepack Lake. Since snowmobiles already travel 
throughout @uch of the park, and since the Kabetogama Peninsula is still 
under consideration for wilderness designation, I also support permanently 
closing the snowmobile trail on Kabetogama Peninsula. Enforcement measures 
should definitely be “stepped up" to ensure safe and compatible snowmobile 
practices are being used throughout the park. Proof should be given that 
shows snowmobiles are not negatively impaccing the park, through noise or air 
pollution, for widespread snowmobile use to continue there. If this cannot 
be proven, the Park should consider removing snowmobile privileges in the 
area. 


Thank you for including my comments in the record. 
Sincerely yours, 

Jill 

3625 25th Ave. So. 

Minneapolis, MN 55406 
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Author: “John Boorman" <jboorman@cccglobal.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 9:01 AM 
Bormal 


TO: Kathleen Praybylski at MP-VOYA 

CC: <chuck_grassley@grassley.senate.gov> at NP-- INTERNET 
CC: <tom_harkin@harkin.senate.gov> at NP-- INTERNET 
Subject: The Future of Voyageurs National Park 
ata Message Contents 


October 6th, 2000 


Kathleen Przybyiski, GMP coordinator 
3131 Highway 53, International Falls, MN S6649 


Ms. Praybyleki, 


I am sending you my comments as a concerne( citizen who is a native northern 
Minnesoten who values national parks and wx wants them managed for the full 
range of values our parks are meant to protect, not just for people who want to 
profit from them. In short I support the GMP's “Alternative 2," which provides 
better environmental and resource protection for the park than the GMP's 
preferred alternative. Furthermore I believe: 


- Strongly support limiting the number of houseboats that can be in the 
park at any one time, and developing a houseboat management plan that 
follows the GMP; 


- Endorse the proposal to keep floatplane use at its current level and 
oppose any move to allow commercial floatplane use in the park; 


- Strongly agree with the institution of a free permit system for 
overnight visitors in the park (there are dozens and dozens of ways into 
Voyageurs by boat ana no central place to contact visitors) to help park 
managers gain better statistics on park usage; 


- Support moving park headquarters from International Falls in 
Koochiching County, a hotbed of hostility toward the park and its 
management staff, south to Orr in St. Louis County which contains over 90 
percent of the park and is closer to three of the four park visitor 
centers; and, 


- Urge the Mational Park Service to develop more opportunities for 
non-motorized use and end the lopsided balance in favor of motors. 


Sincerely, 

John Boorman 

1706 Northwest Drive 

Des Moines, Iowa $0310 
515-274-2386 
boorman_john@hotmail .com 


cc: 
Charles Grassley, US Senate, Iowa 
Tom Harkin, US Senate, Iowa 
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Deer Congressman/Senator sy — 


The U.S. Department of the interior, National Pask Service, has developed 
& proposed General Management Pian and Visitor Use and Facilities Pian 
for Voyageurs National Park. This proposed plan was developed from three 
ahernative plans, which had minimal public input. 


| strongly urge you to support Alternative Pian 1: Present Course of 
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Dear Ms. West, 


beer = support for the new Visitor Lise end Facilities Plan for VNP and 
eaeaden hanalllin, cnteeantenmntaediicgmtindtionens 
extremely thorough. 


This past summer my wife and | and another couple kayaked the from Rainy Lake 
Visitor's Center to Crane lake information Center We have vane he pr ety ov 
the last rune years. For five years we've owned land on Rainy, along Black Bay 
Narrows, and have built a cabin. So we are familiar with the park, most 


commonly 
thorough day tripping from our land, but also from camping trips by canoe and kayak. 


The change that impressed us most since a previous extensive trip in the park 
was the expansion of designated houseboat campsites. Since it that 
ae eae nen ay eee, we wonder at 
their We also found that other campsites that are for the use of everyone 
else offer 2 great advantage to motor boat They can easily check out more 
campeite locations to find ane open than 
for motorboats than kayaks. 


This is not a complasy. SE ea We love the park and greatly 
The problems we experience as are acceptable 


into its awesome presence. 
dease eatanel cuneusene 00 well es Ga quallly of 


Gorey Comer 


management pln wil hei ensue ely 
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To: imemetone! Falls Deby Journe 
Oete: October 12, 2000 
Re Proposed General Mgmnt Plan for Voyageurs Natonel Park, A Non-Local View 


Although the proposed management pian for Voyageurs Nations! Park nas been 
nee a ey ee 7 
been widely reported throughout the rest of the region. As a Minnesots resident. and as 8 
Unaed States resident, | find i alarming thet obteining mformation on thus proposed plan 
for an existing Netione! Park is as dificul as i is for those who don't live wilhun the 
immediste surroundings of the perk. 


Voyegeurs Netone Park Superintendent Berbere West has stated thet mosi of the 
concerns thet heve been voiced regerding fs pian stem from the community's inability to 
accept the perk es a Netone/ Park, and the rutes and reguistions thet sccompany thet 
status. | wousd like to respond to Ms. West thet | arn not a member of the local 
Community, end | understand thet the perk is 8 Nationa Perk, and. as a reedent of the 
nation and @ frequent visitor to Voyageurs Nationa! Park. would like to voice my concerns. 


Whe @ is true thet e Netionsi Park is located here, it is sso tue thet the local community 
wee bull before the National Perk wes 8 sucty It is only natural for the ares 
residents to consider kt “their own", i is right in thei beck yerd! These citizens heve been 
helping to ssfeguerd the environment for years. are they now being told thet they don’t 
know Now to care for their own lends and water. the! they need special persion to use 
a? When the origina! planning process for the perk wes taking place. ares residents were 
persuaded to accept the idee of the park because of fe prome of many tourist dollars 
@nd a booming economy. Many of the sree residents are employed st resorts. mannes. 
bak shops, and more. thet survive society because of the tourists who come to visi the 
eres. Now. I seems that the advocates of this plan are trying to restrict scceas to af bul 
the deer, beers. and eegies. 


One of the aems in the proposal is to study the feasibility of user fees and permits for 
sccess to the perk What has made Netone! Perk such 8 success is the very 
eccessbiity of t Heving the freedom to enter the perk and enjoy ts resources at will 
captures the very essence of whet a Nations! Park should be! 


Another proposs! to the management pian is to mit the number of boets with feciities for 
living, such es housebosts. To restrict the expension or even the current size of 


businesses that have been in operation for decades ss surely sounding the deeth knell for 
(het business! And to lend the number of private houseboats as well effectively tells al 
tended visitors: “Not Welcome!” 


Rules 8nd reguistions are siready in place to help preserve the natural environment, and 
to ensure thet afl visitors can equally eryoy thei ime visiting the park. The Park Service 
has Gone well in meintaming sfes and proving information, and thes work is greetly 
appreciated by aii visitors to the Park. 


The iekes and woods that the Park encompass heve a significant history in the state of 
Mannesote, and by piecing sddilional restnctions on the use and scoess of the Park woud 
Oety the reason for making ts Netonei Park in the first place. Voyegeurs National Park 
has mede the beauty of the norttwoods of Minnesota eveiabie to all of the residents of 
the United States i's designeton as s Netionai Park serves as advertisement to the 
entire neton. The proposed changes to the perk rules and reguistions would greatly 
hinder the accessibiity of the perk to ell, as well as Cause economical damage to the 
region. | urge ell concerned with this process to consider the accessibiity mits as 
unnecessary 8nd damagingi 


Sincerely. 


Elizabeth 7. Boyer 


c. 

Barbara West. Voyageurs Natonel Park Superintendent YOY A_Superimendent@ans gov 
Robert G. Stanton, Director, Nations! Park Service bob_stanton@idai cov 

U. S. Secretary of the interior, Bruce Bebbat Bruce Bebbitt@ios doi coy 
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Cimzens Task Force on Alternates for 
Voyageurs Natona! Park 
3563 Co Rd 21 

tat Falls, Minn 56649 


Voyageurs Nenonal Park 
3131 Hrry 53 
tnt Falls, Mann 56649 


Deas Ms Barbara West, Superseendas 


| am reapondeng to the Genera] management Pian proposal whuch the Part service 1s 
proposing, 


| am not in favor of the Proposal the Park Service hes presented to the people The 
ongmnel mtent thet wes presemted to the people of Northern Mimncsota wes to establish s 
mult we recreaponal park thet all 1208 of boats and motors would be allowed 1 the 
park that there would be no charge or restnctons for water treve!, thet camping would 
be allowed in ali areas of the park . that pomtoon asrcraft would be allowed to operate 
that all types of wanernene tevei, inciuding snow cats, would be permeted Promuses 
whech were made to the peopte of the iocal area. 


| would strongly urge you to comtmuc with slteraatve 4 | winch 1s to leave the 
maragement es rt 13 todsy We do act went amy more restncoons. user fecs or himits on 
amy type of boais, snowmobiles or asrcrafi 


Your proposal has a budget of $8,992,053 whech is an increase of $3,| 83,604 over 
ahernatrve 6! and your plan docs notheng to crease toursm The increase in budget 
Only goes to funding more stuches ‘plans and more staffing Ai least mm the Akt #!| you 
would be iscreassag caraping stes, howsebost! sstes whech would help tourrsm sn the Part 
One of the stuches you heave already doar suggests thet you increase campeng and 
houseboat sstes bul you oly mend to cut that out of the budget to do more stuches When 
you have been asked wiry you have not created more stes yous reaponse has been we do 
wot heave the monry to do them Now you are asking for a large: budget Do what 1s 
mecensasy tw vacrease towns and act create more dobs or shudees that heve notwng to do 
with an wacresse ra visitors. 


By edsnunestranag you proposed ples ow area 1s agmn giving up uses of the Part From 
what | can ser yous intent wm your plan 1s to further restnc! what people can and went to 
do 1a the part Ow parks were established for peapie to sec and use For the peapte thet 
wast peace end queci urge them to go the the BWCA and they can get thew wmiiderness 
expenaence over there 


Seoerety yours, 


ae 
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Author: brienbristolé@junc.com st np--internet 
Date: 08/12/2000 9:30 AM 
Worms] 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki et NP-VOYA 

CC: sleguilemen.com at MP-- INTERNET 

Cc: jimbristol@email.asn.com at NP-- INTERNET 

Subject: Voyagers National Park Seaplane Operations 

er eecerereccceccococccccesoccscces= -- Message Contents 


Voyegers 
3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, mi $6649 


Re: Seaplane Operations in Voyegers Mational Park 


This letter is being written in support of no changes in the way 
that commercial] and non-commercial seaplanes are allowed to opersete 
within the boundaries of Voyagers Bational Park. 


Although not currently ective es « seaplane operator, I am « 
pilot rated for Commercial Seaplane operations, and strongly support 
current policy which allows seaplane operetion I am especially opposed 
to any new restrictions on air traffic overflightse in the area, as it 
would a@versely affect the safety of 11 landplane and flostplane 
traffic enroute to Canada. 


Thank you for considering ay input regarding the currently 
proposed alternative plans. 


Brien P. Bristol 

4241 Chester Ct 
Webster, i sSoee 
(952) 652-2000 
brianbristol@juno.com 
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April 14° "00 6.202. UE 


Re: Seaplane Operations m Voyagers National Park 


| am writing thes letter @ support of NO CHANGES m the way that commercia] and 
aoo-commercial ssaplames are allowed w operate with the boundaries of Voyagers 
Nenoeal Park. 


| bold « Sengle Eagime Sea certificate but at the present tame do not heve ow Cessna | 80 
0a floats but | strongly support the curremt pohcy, whech allows ssaplaas operanoe withen 
that aren. | am copecinlly eupeeed te any pew restrictions on air trafic everficht: in 


I belheve that there are two commmercial operations operational m thst ares af the present 
tame. If commercial and soe-commenrcial seaplane activity were closed m ths ares & 
certamnly would suggest that there would be o grave fimencia) umpact to those that provide 
ws with resort end vecatioe areas. 


Pienesd understand too that the ruling woeld protuba al] as traffic overflights below 
4000 & This will eupect Canadiens trips because « defines a narrow corndo: of allowable 
flagit below 4000 & (i.5 niles wide) Thus all am traffic would heve w pass over Crane 
doesn‘! allow flaght above 4000 fi (Nol good) 


HY ary wpe regarding the currently propossd alerustre pinacs. 





FAX: (651) 459-5688 
jmmbratol@mas com 
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Author: Oesirdre Brown <dedeebestwebd. net> at np--internet 
10/16/2000 1:33 AM 


| a we 
TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at BP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyegeures Mational Park 
oA ee eee eee e new nen n ere n enn wen ewnnnen Message Contents 
of this 
. tiret of ell, 
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naturel beauty experience and 
are ell set for the power toy 
ones are getting « lot more and will 
better. Please take into consideration the alternate 
we of the park in the loog run, and 
Thank You 


i 
i 
sf 
tt 
; 
f 
it 
f 


i 
! 


c 


Deirdre Brown POBox 303 
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putting a lid om snowmobile racing. 
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August 21, 2000 


To. Supt Barbers Wes Voyageurs Nauonal Park 
Subject. Comments on General Management Plan for Voyageurs 


Having fished w Lake Kabetogame before « became perk property and heving 
vismed the park a few tumes since, we bebeve the atmosphere for expenencing 
am outdoor wikterness type settmg ws far better sow 


ARhough we cas tolerate motors and large boats on the mayor inkes, we bebeve 
there should be s suze and speed lums to both especully sear shore and tbe 


We belseve the Kabctogams Penmsuls shouk’ be reguisted as « wilderness part 
area. The smal) lakes on the peamsule should be regulated wahout motor of 
aay lund Flostplancs especully smouki be banaed and asplanes should be made 
to Oy over the penmaule at 6 hewght pot to desturd the soltude of the ares or to ban 
over fights extrrety The worst gumance to any national park (or any lake) are 

jet sts and hugh speed water skung 


The protferaace of motors will evemtualy cause the park to detenorate toward the 
urban styte Lake Minnetonka class 


For those who feel the BWCAW 1s enough wilderness @ MN and the North 
Cemaral US, let us remand them of the excessive overuse of this area. 

in the future we need more wikderness expansioo for thes kind of recreatwoe aad 
for the expenence to be meanmgful 


For those who mamtam the wikierness expernence or travel is beyoad the 
capabalazes of the ekjerty, what strequous outdoor sport = not” 
There comes s ume m life where we must al) choose the easier way 


We belseve there could be s few more behing and skumg truds w the park. bul aot 
80 prolific as to miringe unduly os wildhfe or to spod the wilderness effect. 


Smoerely, ~ , 
Richard ? Botccene Ctra Cl Bim « 
pistes é Ves C Bows 

701 B Hayden Lake RD 

Champlin, MN 55316-1406 


cc. National Park Service Director, Bob Stanton 
Sec. of the imenor, Bruce Babbat 








( emnmnents on \“\P managrment pina 
| have spent a great deal of me is VNP. and fee! chat it 1s a great park and a great 
asset to Minacsota | would hike to see developed with an emphasis on providing 
an Opportunity to expeneace unspoiled nature. 
To thus end | would like to see GMP option 2 (twe) implemented, as weil as the 
followniag powts 
© Provide safe routes for kayakers and canoes. These routes must not only be 
safe. but must be “obviously” safe, such that users will fee] confident that 
they can svord confhct wah motonzed use. 
© Provide safe routes for cross country shoers and snow shoe users. These 
routes must not oaly be safe, but must be “obviously” safe, such that users 
will fee! confidem that they cam avord corfiact with motonzed use. 


e Lima plane use as much es possibie, you can’! get sway from them cvea in 
the ruddie of the pesunauia 


@ No more floating condos (houseboats ). 
| also support calls wo. 
© Use free permuts 0 assess part usage - maybe those stansncs would heip 
Clanfy the role of the part in the local ecosomy. 


© Stop szowmobile racing - 1's bad caough that they're allowed m the pert - 
they should oaly be used for tournng. 


© Move the Park HQ to Orr, the gateway community for the Park. 
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Gurectly related 10 the plan: | think Bard West is doing good job. 
Se a mais of comming veditionsl une by be local community = 
not unreasonable, the Park should be run as much as possible as any other National 
Park, and she is taking the stand seeded to make that happes. 


Yours suncerety. 


Terry Brown 





| 


Katuser Prrypyen, GMP coordnes 
3°31 -agreey $3 internetors Fama MN 56646 
EMAL Ketusen PrrypyeuGArS gor 


\eeuser: 
| wertsd © it you knoe fet | am tevor Of betenced recressons opportund@es across Ou’ 
neesor mcudng voyegeun Natow Pan 


The “Waderness Sooty’ made Te saere fai Mey are uvappy aah you quote “lapses” 
agpr0S? © pet managermnern 


‘em 0 reaporemie C/V ues ard heve seen tre she Une how he group slong wh he 
Serre Cag dernonaeas the ewy fal | spend Bre ee my tend) (geey form me TV) 


Preese protect my temdys night! eryoy ou Country's lenc reaponeiyy 


hos! peopie | know sre’ sbie tb Nhe severe mies mio s Widerness” ares carryng AL. Pet 
hey need  survve on thes Decks Eapeaety 1 the soe | = ever more dfhad fo Chfcrer 
Azo most fois know dor! ueep horses sf res sufurben hoves to nde etc hese types of sreas 

These facts mene desqrated “Widernsss” wriuely necosesiiie lb he genes pub eapeuely 
cnaaren 


Theniyay for using common sense i your decison matung 80 that Ty terndy and | (inckiding 


my Chadren) can eryoy "any years of reaponedie recreston eyoying te beauty anc splendor 
of ow counwy 


T. & 
Warmest regards, fery pada fr. 64. faa 


%. _) “ Aan 
AY artylim, Co 60237 
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Author: frank buono <fbucno@junc.com> at ap--internet 
Date: 07/10/2000 11:44 AM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybylski at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Comment of Voyageurs Draft GHP 
ceeece-cecee -+ rot treseeerenseee----- Message Contents 


Box 562 
Prineville, Oregon 97754 


July 12, 2000 


Voyageurs National Park 
General Management Plan 

3131 Highway 53 

International Palle, mi 56649 


Dear Mational Park Service, 


I offer the followine comments on the Draft General Management Plan (GMP) 
and Environmental Impact Statement (E18) for Voyageurs National Park. 


Page I-2 - Potential Wilderness 

The Draft misuses the term “potential wilderness" to describe the lands 
encompassed by the 1992 wilderness recommendation for Voyageurs National 
Park. The proper term is “recommended* wilderness. Potential wilderness 
are lands designated by Congress that the Secretary may redesignate as 
full wilderness once uses prohibited by the Wilderness Act have ceased. 
Voyageurs National Park does not contain any "potential" wilderness in 
that sense. 


Pages I-17, 41, 50, 60, 69, 146- Bthnographic Resources 

The draft concludes that the NPS may permit the taking of park natural 
resources, such as plants, for traditional, ceremonial, or other purposes 
of Indian Tribes. Although it is fashionable in the national park systes 
to accept this doctrine unquestioningly. existing NPS regulations 
prohibit such conduct. 


Existing NPS regulations allow the taking of certain, specified natural 
resources (fruits, berries, nuts and unoccupied seashells) to be gathered 
by hand for personal use or consumption (36 CFR 2.1(c)). But, the Draft 
GMP describes a far broader taking of park natural resources and does not 
describe the basis for such taking. 


Any GMP may propose ONLY conduct that lies within existing NPS 
regulations. The GMP cannot consider as an alternative Indian 
traditional or ceremonial taking of park plants and wildlife other than 
that permitted under 36 CPR 2.1(c). The GHP may properly propose that 
the NPS alter existing regulations at 36 CFR 2.1 or request that 
change existing laws governing the park, to allow for Indian take of 
Plante and animals in Voyageurs. 


GMP language must be brought into compliance with existing rules or be 
removed. A GMP is not the proper means for rulemaking or repealing the 
effect of existing regulations. A Pederal agency may reviee existing 
rules by publication of a notice and a proposed rule in the FEDERAL 
REGISTER (FR) and by adhering to the other requirements of the 
Administrative Procedures Act (§ U.&.C. 551-706). 


On June 30, 1983, the NPS published in Final the requiations that now 
appear at 36 CFR Part 1 and 2 (48 PR 30252). The Pinal Rule contained 
the following provision at 36 CPR 2.1: 


(a) Bxcept as otherwise provided in thie chapter, the 
following is prohibited: 
(1) Possessing, destroying, injuring, defacing, 
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removing, digging, or disturbing from its natural 
state: 
(i) Living or dead wildlife or fish, or the parts or 
products thereof, such as antlers or nests. 
(ii) Plante or the parts or products thereof. 

(dé) This section shall not be construed as 
authorizing the taking, use or possession of fish, 
wildlife or plants for ceremonial or religious 
purposes, except where specifically authorized by 
Pederal statutory law, treaty rights, or in 
accordance with 2.2 or 2.3. 


When 36 CFR 2.1 was proposed on March 17, 1982, it did not contain a 
os (d). The Preamble to the Final Rule explains the addition of 
(a): 


Paragraph (d) is intended to clarify the Service's policy 
on the taking, use or possession of fish, wildlife or 
plants for ceremonial or religious purposes. Such taking, 
use or possession is prohibited except where specifically 
authorised by Pederal statutory law, treaty rights, or in 
accordance with 2.2 or 2.3. This section is also intended 
to cover activities undertaken by Native Americans. 
(Bephasis added) . 


If the NPS believes that Indian Tribes that wish to take plants and 
animale from Voyageurs a@ treaty right to do so, the GMP needs to 
describe the history and origins of such a right. If the MPS believes 
that the Free Exercise of Religion clause of First Amendment of the 
Constitution renders the prohibitions of 36 CFR 2.1 inapplicable to 
Indian (or any other person's) religious conduct, then the GMP needs to 
explain. Perhaps the NPS believes that the American Indian Religious 
Preedom Act of 1978 (42 U.S.C. 1996) waives the regulatory prohibitions 
at 36 CFR 2.1. Then, the GMP needs to state so. In short, the WPS is 
obligated to explain the statutory authority for its "alternative" on 
ethnographic resources. 


I use the word "alternative" purposefully. The GMP offers the identical 
prescription on ethnographic resources in every alternative. The failure 
to present ANY alternatives at all, let alone a range of “all reasonable 
alternatives" on this issue, violates WEPA regulations at 40 CFR 1502.14. 
Bvery GMP alternative on the Indian traditional or ceremonial take of 
park natural resources is IDENTICAL. 


It ie as if the GMP were saying that Indian traditional or ceremonial 
take of park natural resources is not open to a discussion of 
alternatives; that Indian taking of park natural resources is not within 
NPS discretion. This presumption is all the more disturbing when it is 
the opposite that is true. The taking of natural resources at Voyaguers 
National Park is allowed only under the conditions prescribed by NPS 
regulations; conditions that are far narrower than what the proposed 
action (and all the other alternatives to it) envisions. 


I do not mean to berate Voyageurs harshly for a failure to recognize that 
WPS rules have precedence over GMPs, policies or even the GMP author's 
personal conscience. The WPS is now wrestling with this issue at the 
highest levels. It is improper for the GHP at one park to advance this 
agenda until the NPS itself has resolved the issve. The rule of law 
protects our parks. To disregard that rule, even for a “noble" end, 
undermines the rule of law that protects parks in other ways from the 
equally “noble* aims of others. I would rether that the Voyagers GHP live 
within the confines of existing WPS regulations until Congress or the MPS 
resolves this matter for the entire national park systen. 


Sincerely, 
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913 Rambling Drive 
Catonsville, MD 21228 
August 3, 1999 

Kathleen Przybyiski, GMP Coordinator 

Voyageurs Nebona] Park 

3131 Highway $3 


International Falls, MN 56649 


Dear Ms. Przybyiski: 

In the past, | have exyoyed the beauty and tranquility of the wilderness of Minnesota's 
border lakes and hope to do so in the future. Accordingly, | am writng in support of Alternative 
#2 of the General Management Plan for Voyageurs National Park to assure preservation of the 
park's aetural treasures. | strongly urge thet 
1. houseboat and flost plans use be strictly limited, if not abolished 
2. spowmobile use, particularty un racing, also be strictly limited if not abolished. 

3. uses of the park not involving usternal combustion engines be expanded. 

Thank you for taking my perspective into account. 


Sincerely yours, 





J/| 


Kathiocn Przybyisi, CMP covedunsior 11 October 2000 
Netunal Park Service 

M3i Haghwey 53 

lrternancna! balk MN %6049 


esr Ms Prrveviein 


J urge you to adopt termatve 2 us management plan fur Vovageurs Netonal Park Ths 1s an smportant 
Neue Mak prodvig wygue and wonderful country A fnend of mme took bes whale boy scoul top 
there ist surnmer for a canoe typ and wes cnihralied Please henst househost and float plane use so thet 
these bey. mav scencdey rpcat thet lind of wikierness expenence Motonzed scosss must he controdicd 
and bunstcd w order to preserve the characte: of the Park. and @s hebstat Snowmobile races are obviously 
mappropnate .. es Nemonal Park, and very stressful © winter strensed wikdhfe it» most uniortunate that 
marry who are fortunate tw lve mi the avca. especandy m intermnemonal Fells, are 90 hostile to the Nefonal 
Park and 1» masmon, whach » to cave for Gus aren for all Amencens Park Headquarters would be better 
moved to Orr. to be m the county contasang most of the Park, and close: to the vumtor cemters A beck 
CET) puma! system as used chewhere (0.9 Uandalupe Nenonal Park, where | recently want 
beckpeciang ) s the only ingacal approsch to marwionng eccess and use of the hark 


Please supp wi .trong protectun for Voyageurs Natoma Park lease adopt Alternative 2 


Terry X. Gurnmes. M 1) 
WA Ene Heliew CT 
Viln', TK or" 


ana: 
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Atse Butter 
6112 S. Linweod Dr. 
Wyomuag, MN $5092 


Phone (651) 462-4834 


Dear Ms. Przytyteki. 


| am wreng t0 comment on the Draft General Management Pian / Eavircasnental impact Sestcment and 
Visor Use and Facasnes Pian Although | heve read the pian cover-to cover, | did act fully understand 
the mecat of the proposals regarding howscbost uses Thamy you for taking the Bae to answer my questions 
on the phoec (us mornung 


| have a Bachelor's Degres ws Forest Management (Miciugas Tech, 1977) and four years expencace in 
both USPS and commercial forestry employment | heve worked with Dr Make Coffman a noted ecologssi 
who 1s ssted un the draft as co-euthor of 3 pape: sbout fire and logging is the park Although | am ao longer 
employed in tus field | have a lot of knowtedge of ecology and some knowiedge of the processes of 
rearngeg pei nde 


lm gemeral. | agree with the Proposed Action as beang the best course of acuce and the best possibic 
Comproamec between Altermaturves |. 2 and } However | feel that some thangs have aot been adequately 
addressed wm cay of the four alternatives. These are the mam pouts of my concern 


e =| am Une owner of a email prrvate houscboat based m Craac Lake Minmesota | fee! that the 
eavironsmental umpact of houssboats (eapecaaily private houseboats) has been improperty ssscesed | 
also feel chat polices may be on the verge of being determaned based upos these wmproper 
aeereamcmts 

¢ = 1106 gay cpemos (some examples will be grven) thet private houssboat owncrs are fas more reaponssbie 
about protecting the resources thes reatal houssboa wecrs and should be grven seperate comsidersuca 

¢ ~~ | am fearfel thes the Proposed Acuon will mgasficantly umpact my use of the past by providing for sa 
wandequate mumbes of catry panecs for prrvate houssboet: Moussboat usc caly 11% of 
recreational actvity and has aot increased ageficanty over the lag }( veart Use aad 
Paciises, page |-155 ) | feet thet presem owners of prrvate houscbosts should heve the samc freedom 
to use the part ectuding overmght mites os we hove hed w ihe pas 

e =| am not m favor of 2 large mcrense im the tote! mumber of ates in the park | feel thet the park s 
alseady aces capacity if as cayoyable experemce is to be had by ali vissors. 

¢ ~—=| am mw favor of entry foes and use fees. but opposed to a reservauion system 

¢ =| am we favor of conunued use of undeveloped estes 


To began | sesame thes the Proposed Acuca 1s based largely on the erviroamenta) umpac! matement 
Therefore. | would Like to post out whet | commder to be some fundamental flaws ue the “Methodolagees 
for Analyzing impacts” 





AIA 


Methodologies for Analyzing Impacts 
‘W ater Qualsty 


Thus section of the drafi concerns graywater emmamoas and wmecraal combusvon engme cmusmons. While | 
beve no formance thet comtradacts the estumates of the umber of motonzed watercraft. or the tota) hours 
of operamoa. there are two pounts whech | feel are mmccursic generalizapom 


“Heusebeats rv eutfirted with frestre ater tanks of 8¢ - 206 guibees Thus anatyec 
acsnaned 90% of thes frestrw ater leaves the beat a0 graywater, and that enc tank serves the 
ae Ln other words, cach beat emit: 188 gailene/week of grayw ster ~ 
(page I-1 


Thus many be ue of rental houseboats. it secmns that the owners of these flects strive constantly to flom the 
“tesest and greatest” and “biggest and best” bosts My boat is quite emeli compared to most rentals but 
average 2s compared with other private beats | have seen My boat has 2 4) gallon freshwater emk | find 
Us ammount to be adequate for four peapie for a penod of one week Therefore. if we accept the 9 | ratio 
of graywaier to freshwater sry boat cmuts 80% less greywater than the ammount aesumed' Thos secs to 
tndscate thet rental houssbost users are extremecty uresponsibie and wasteful with freshwater and that 
private boats deserve to be amnlyzed saparaiely with reapect to water quality umpacts 


Aleo, | cammot fiad amy ctatvons wm the Graf Une ony thet even the excemsrve dsscharge of | 80 galions per 
week has more than a gumor to moderate loca) umpact (tmpacts of Alecraaive |. page |-197) | suggest that 
ty boat, whech checharges 80% lens graywater. would have 3 maghgybie umpact Grvea the proposed cap 
00 the sammber of houseboats thes problem. if a ws 2 problem will not get worse Pleaser do mot requare 
goaywete: holdeng tanks uniess these doscherges can be shown to heve oust then a maghgibie effect 


“All motorized watercraR were as.umed to be two-stroke engiacs in 1999, but beginning io 
tee year 2000. 4% per vear were aesumed to Change ts either fue! inpertion or four-stroke 
engines.” (page 1-177) 


‘Timese 1s a mayor problem woth Uns assumption in the apning of 1999 al 30 of the houseboats operated by 
the largest rental company in the Nemekae Base were comverted to four-stroke engines The largest of 
thess are 90 horsepower models sad the smallest 50 horespower My smal! boat has a 50 horsupower fow- 
stroke lt s widely known that fowr-ctroke engmes are far ices polluung than mauler sized two-sirokes. 
Therefore. the cumates of hydrocarbon emmemons for houseboats are quae uflated 


Asother factor. aot commdered em the draft. further dafferentustes rental houseboats from private housrbosts 
and all otha: watercraft Houssbost renters frequently fai) to plan ahead They call for the rental company 
“hoapstadety” boats to deirver provisions to them often on s deal bass This can be confirmed by listening 
to the marwme racho for just a shor ume The hospstaity boats wavel many. aunay mules every day. 
wanccemanty consumung fuel and commnibutang w the dagradamon of water quality Private houssboaters 
carry with thom what they seed for the Guranoe of thes inp 


When wavelling ws the park. | typecally crusse af half-throule | heve found thet this saves nearty 50% 
fuel consumpuca Most rental boats Una | eacounter os the water crumer af full throgie 


Eawronmentally respoamble houssboat aperatos would be Gxfficall or umpossibic to enforce | suggest 
however. that the private owners who mtcad to return to the part agaes and agus are more likely to bc 
reapoasible than the “once-a-e-fetime” howssbou renter 
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| believe Gaus the senct lmitapens of “Day Use” “Tet” and “Houseboat” snes ave consribumang w the 
feekng of sommes peope: Gai there 0 2 eeed we Couns tec seems of ern! some Stuart) wer alowed. 
+ fem Une the Gemmemd for ere mem wows © cheep) redmced Pemex comeeter the folwing 


Bey om policy 


As manucnesd © he Geft the osvem poy of allowing Gs) ust of a ses wet 4 pe Commas COmfence 
sbow! whecd mass evi) sctaadh be eventatie for o-er engi use =| propos: ap addapos w Gus pou as 


i. Agy ste (én) ase. tem or houssbost) thet = vacem! gies 4 pes auy be occupeed by 2 
boussbost or by tom Campers for overmgi usr 

U Une eee oa Gy wor wee ames be vecunnd by ° om Uhr fndbowing mormeng 

U 5 tomt ame ws ccomgmed by s houssbeat. tc hewssbos! must vacate by 9 am 

Uf a howssbost eee 6 cocugend by temt campers the tem Campers muri vacate by 9 om 
‘U Une mae 6 2 tees eate COCpeed by weet Compan gf s heumbos um “OMpe 11 
houseboat. the coospass anay stay as tong as deswed up to the | 4 Gy be 


Aulhomgh thes would aol mac any Cieneer eaetine: 5 parecuie ate would Of wunbd oot br vaceteo © 4 pm 
overmgh vistors woukd hove many more oppens for 2 magic mght ais) © an wes withow! wEvcilng 
umrensonabe: “q@amces | beieve thet euch 8 polcy would grenth reduce the pescerved need w deveiap 
nee meek 


ween 


| @o aot support the development of 2 large member of ace houssbost mtes | () or less ace mics per base 

would be apprapnase. prefcrably a sandy shorelames “fees (he Gevelopanem! cf thes eemeted rmbe: of are 
otcs | suppor 6 ac-ect-mcrensr policy of Geveiopeng ome are str wo replace eect old mir thet 1s closed for 
rehebibtamoa. provided the rchataltabos penod ws estrnened wo bx‘ vear of longer 


| dp act favor the Csrremt and proposed éefimevces of bowssbos! wtrs es heving 8 capacity of ) boas Some 
ates ave mamply too small w accommodstr move thas ome boat is any case | feel that the firu bos! 
amve at 2 ate chowtd heve the night of sole ocOmpamcy | am ent apposed w two boasts shanng 2 sar of the 
parucs choose to do so 


| do not meppart the Gevetopmen of s ergs member of mre em sees | () of lems ce tes per basse would 
be appropriate Affe: the érvelopences of thes Lamnmted eummbe: of are mers | muppor sao as ence 
polcy of develcpang cas are str to repiace each old mer thet us ctosed for reheababtsmon provided the 
rehaiebtnes penod « esnamend w be ‘ years oF longo 


Day wer wites 


| do mot support the development of s large sume: of sew day ure stes |) oy lees mew mutes per bas 
would be appropnase prufcrably of cusing of proposed rmibends After Ou Gevetopence: of dus luased 
sambe: of new mites | suppor! » mo-esi-encrease polacy of deveiopeng ome nce sete to replace cack ald sie 
(he 3 chesed for rchatabstanoa provided the rehebebtanoe penod w estimated w br ‘ years or ioage 
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Uedevetaped siess 


| qupport the commened unrestricted usr of thes mens but am 0 foro of Ube monmoring and clomng of 
ten os eecesmer) fcr rehsiabenes on a cast by csr beams (acts biemhel tomag Of ai) undrveioped mics 
| paruceiarh trvor thet comumecd as of unérveteped anes by botboss 86! sere iogice Uns howssbos 
campers cousr fas ices Gamags: w the lend hes lnnd-Geeed Campers The ewgect of ten! ast and howssbos 
ear showkd be stadsed sapassash w Gstermenc \f one type of usr angi be acceptabte whale ihc other us act 


AR cay) perems sveicm should be umpicmemed §«6mggee 3 pe of muchern amu to bom! repereuce 
suckers amd vaisd for ome veas The suckers would br affixed w each ade of every acrafi mowmoteit 
and wencrusaft cxcap! Get 2 howssbos! with one “tag-ciong bos! s commdered 2 una and covercd unde: 2 
ungie pares: The parents chowid oot be fer |. suggest 55 anmeeihy [o: nop-meurized wurcreft and $< 
amma for avcreft mowmetaies and of othe weswcraft | fel tha these fees would not br 
earcasonabty ugh +c would geeeremr sabeteet, revceer for Oc part 


Te evemiees of permmts svadebiec for wuescrafi othe thes houssboets should be umvestncted Thc aumbcs 
of mrcraft amd noemobue perms chowld be nanted 9 sommt es) bul ac! we lems thes sree eumber: 


‘Tee manber of permet: for venta) howssbosts shomid be oqual to and usted © the wl sume: Wf bosts 
service with each remta) company os the dame of the pian s umphementauos hes « approsumetcty (he samc 
as the Proposed Acton aithougd the Proposed Acues allows for s mal) wrense w the Rasy | ake Bamn 


Tat mumbes of perwets for prrvenr houssbosts should be equal to and hamted tw the tole) sume: of basis m 
ports wi acon tw the part on une deer of the pine 1 enpireenuenoe The « 2 siighth large aqumber han 
called for w the Prepossd Acuea but « would act be equstabie w ‘amet permas for gi) of the custing remat 
mouscboat. amd Gren some whnie |umstng the mumber of perumts for prrvate bosts tc somctiung tess thes 
Une acta) meme? of boats 


Al bokders of firs! ~ssue permuts should be guavamiead yeas vou emre-etulity regardiess of furure 
im apons 


Use fees are demsrabie provided the part retams most. if act all of the revenue gpg the fee structure reflects 
the reiatrve enaemtemance costs of the faalues used For example 


Bost mumchang $2 per bow 
wads 3 SO per pervoe pe: dey 
Cross comnty sk) wesis ungroomed 31 per parsoe per dey 
Cross comntry su wails groumed $2 per persce per dey 
Swowmotale wails ungroomec 32 per mactane po day 
Saowmotaie traska grooraed 34 pe mactane pes dey 
 e@evetoped campantes 
Den uae sees, 3) per persce pe day 
Housebost $1 per person per day 
Tes ame wath 2 o lems amenaies® $1 50 per person per Gay 
with } or 4 amemspes $2 per pereoe per day 
with ‘ or more smonsuecs 3) per persoe per day 


“amenses wctude fire nag wbie prvy food locher/bew pole tem pad doch drmbing water 
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The use fees shows be collected on the hosor system with the pay is the pipe” method used = many 
Nanos Forest campgrounds The pepes would be located a Valheads bos! ramps and advice) 
ampntcs and Gr cst wees Thus would anmme fer collecuce cos 


Beservaves system 
‘The feasibalsty of a reservation symem « haghty quesuonebic A ute-epecifk reservaves system 
@she ety out of inc quesuoa Severs) factors tes prumarily weather cas oftes make weveileng ic an 


ancaded ete enposmibic wapracucal of cver dangerous is such cases an aliernese sar mesic used 
pertoaa) wh would be for ao reservence sytem a al) 


That vou for conmderng ar suggesuces 
Sencerety . 








Author: Alan Buttler <abuttleretsi.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/06/2000 9:51 AM 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at WP-VOYA 
Subject: draft Gp 


T would like to comment on the proposed implementation of entry end use 
fees for the park. 


I do not think that taxpayers, gany of whom never visit the park, should 
continue to fully support the operating expenses. I do approve of partial 
taxpayer funding. After all, it is a national park. 


In light of 25 years of no fees, it would be inappropriate to suddenly 
implement heavy fees. Please consider that the park's budget for 1999 was 
just over $2.5 million and that visitation for 1999 was 246,749. If the 
park hed collected just over $10 from each visitor, the opersting expenses 
would have been completely satisfied. 


Ten dollars per person per season is a very reasonable fee. A minor 
increase in this amount, say to $15 per person per season, would generate 
enough revenue to fund planned development . 


I believe that use fees for many public lands are highly overpriced. I do 
mot want to see this happen at Voyageurs National Park. The fees should be 
only as high as is necessary to balance the budget. 


Sincerely, 
Alan Buttler 
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stephen capre <scapre@nawild 


10/12/2000 6:13 mm 
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TO: Kathleen Prsybylski at =P-VOYA 


Author: 

Date: 

Bormal 

Subject: Park Plas 


Sticks aediis! it 


HIB TH Ee 





mp- - internet 


PRilip Cafero <cefarcOlemar colostete edu> at 


10/12/2000 9:44 


weet eereneneweeerancsnnsceccceencoe> Message Contents 





Ast hor . 
TO: Kathleen Preybyleki «t =P-VOTA 
Subject: comments on new Genere)] Management Plan 


: 970-491-2061. Pax: 


recreat 
ion. 
‘oa, 1 
you 
» Colorado State 


8: cafero®@lemar .colostete.edu. 


Gniversity, Port Collins, CO 80523 USA. 


Philip Cafere 
Aesiotant Professor, Department of Phi 


970-491-4900. 
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Terry Carew 
PO Box 1112 : 
Int'l Falls, MN 56649 -@ 


Sept. 14, 2000 
Kathleen Preybyiski 


avy 
Int'l Falls, MN 56649 
Dear Mre/Miss Praybyiski, 


I am writing in regard to the General t Plan. I ame 
City Councilor for the City of international Falls but I as not 
sending these comments in an official status but as a person who 
hase lived all of his 60 years in Internationa!) Falis. 


Firet, I see no hare in extending the comment period for an sedéditional 
60 days. The GMP will have a far reaching impact on our lives and 
economy for sany years so a couple of months certainly can't hurt. 
It has always been sy understanding that National Parks are estabi ishec 
at least in part for the use of the citizens who after all. pey for th 


As @ life long resident of this area and someone who has loved to hunt. 
fish, boat and generally use our great out doors I am dismayed by the 
trends I have seen over the years and continu? to see nov. 


I could go on and on about things in the GMP which trouble se but 


I as sure thet you have heard and read 211 about them sany tines 
already. 


I will just comment generally that I believe the GMP, if implemented 
as nov would have an seéverse impact on anglers, those who 

love boating, those with houseboats, campers, etc. It will adversely 
impact our businesses and tourist industry. 


We have aiready lost the use of “wet bikes", “jet skies" or whatever 
you might want to call them and it seems that further restrictions 
are in the works. 


I would have prefered to make these comments at the public seeting 
tonight but sickness sakes that impossible. 


I close with renewing sy request for an additional 60 days for people 
to subsit their comments. 


cc US Sen. Rod Grams 
US Sen. Paul Wellstone 
Rep. James Oberstar 
Koochiching County Board 





Ib 





Rathor: Serbere West et BP-VOTA 
Dete. 10/24/2000 6:35 AM 
Norma) 








: bY Plan 
Dete 20/23/00 11:37 om 


I believe thet, while Hational Parks should strive to serve « variety of 
weers sad user groups, the primary intent of « park should be to preserve 
and protect the outstanding netural resources and wildlife. It shovid 
offer the opportunity for peeceful solitude and undisturbed wilderneses 
eress 

The plen you ere Geveloping showld siwaye keep in balance any intrusive 
recreational ectivities. There will always be « need for reasonable 
restrictions and guidelines to ensure thet some visitors igroupe or 
individuals) Go not edversely affect the right of other park users to enjoy 
ané appreciate nature end « pristine environment. I strongly urge some 
common-sense restrictions on the operation of #1] motorised recreations) 
vehicles -- taking into eccount time end plece, noise and pollution, and 
their effects on 411 perk users 


@ playground for « few local user lease work herd to properly 
maintain « perk we can 41) be of and which will remeis « wild and 
beautiful senctuery for generetions to come Thank you 
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Author: drcarleon@micronpc.com at np-- internet 
Date: 06/22/2000 3:09 PM 


TO: Kathleen Przybylseki at MP-VOYA 

Subject: concern 

wre r cco weweccoocccccococcoccoccccccce Message Contents 

Kathleen, it has come to my attention that a group is trying to limit 
seaplane operations Voyagers National Park. 


I would like to voice my opinion that seaplane operations should be allowed 
to continue as chey do now, without additional restrictions. 


Sincerely, 
Doug Carlson 


Micron Blectronics, Inc. 
800 $86-4603 ext. 46177 
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Voye ors Natl Par I< 
Al, ManagemenY Plen 
313! Hivy 53 Tot. Fell, 566497 


Kt lean. Frzy bisk / 


ZT weld like to see 
AjrevaPt traf. left the 
Way jt os There are 
enrugh restrictyjons on the 
berdaer already, 


Thank Vz 
Doar O. Bp 
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: . Dwayne Car|son 
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General Management Plan/ Environmental 
and Visitor Use and Pacilities Plan. 


Thomas E. Casey 
Atterney at Law 
2854 Cambridge Lane 
Mound. Minnesota 56364 
(612) 472-1000 
Pax: (612) 472-4771 


3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, Mi 56649-8904 


RE: Comments to Draft General Management Plan/Environmental 
Impact Statement and Visitor Use and Facilities Plan 


TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 


I have been retained by an ad hoc committee of northern 
and southern Minnesota citizens to comment on the Draft 


Impact statement 


I. Jagialative 16 U.8.C 160 contains the .. 


ional declaration of purpose for establishing Voyeurs - 


"The of this preserve. for 
the ion and enjoyment of present and future 
generat ° + geological 


II. Moterised transportation. The law establishing 
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Voyageur National Park does not require planning for 


snowmobiles, seaplanes, or other motorized transportation. 
16 U.S.C. 160h states: 


"The Secretary may. when planning for development 
of the park, include provisions for (1) winter 
sports, including the use of snowmobiles, (2) use 
by seaplanes, and (3) recreational use by all types 
of watercraft, including houseboats, runabouts 
canoes, sailboats, fishing boats, and cabin 
cruisers." (Emphasis added. )} 


Senate Report No. 91-1513 (contained in 1970 U.S. Code 
Cong. and —. News, page 5970) states, "Section 303 
authorizes the Secretary to include in his development plans 
for the park, provisions for the use of oversnow vehicles, 
seaplanes, and all types of watercraft." (Emphasis added.) 


Clearly, Congress does not require snowmobiles, 
seaplanes, or motorised watercraft to be included in park 
development plans. 


Moreover, Senate Report No. 91-1513 (1970 in U.8. Code 
Cong. and Admin. News, page 5966-67) states, *.... this area 
+++ Offers an opportunity to interpret, for the edification 
4 —_ Ng nm the historic role of the Voyageurs in our 

coco” Of course, the voyageurs never had 
= it remains difficult to interpret the role of the 
voyegeurs in the midst of the current motorboat and seaplane 


GENERAL RECOMMENDATIONS 


Consistent with the intent of Congress to preserve the 
naturel resource, I recommend that the National Park Service 
adopt “Alternative 2" with the following changes: 


1. Prohibit a)) fixed-wing aircraft ( lanes and 
land-based) from al) of Voyageurs Fational Park, except 
for emergency purposes or necessary for resource 
managernent 


2. public access facilities for non-motorised travel 
only. Motorized accesses should not be increased, but 
should be decreased where feasible. 


3. Prohibit snowmobiles from the park, except for emergency 
purposes or when the National Park Service employees or 
egents may need them for resource managerent. 

4. Prohibit motorised watercraft from g)) interior lakes. 


5. Limit motorized watercraft use on “non-interior" lakes by 
establishing: 





@. no-wake zones in narrow entrance bays; 


b. maximum speed limits for all watercraft at 
5 miles per hour (i.e. reasonable houseboat and 
motorboat cruising speed); and 


c. «@ permit system to limit the number of motorboats in 
the park at one time. Practical difficulties may 
necessitate an exemption for Rainy Lake. The 
maximum number of motorboats allowed per day should 
be substantially less than the present number. 


6. Do not increase the number of campsites, except for 
SeSy CASEES epeES- Do not increase the day use 
sites. 


7. Wo ion of visitor services or other development 
should be allowed inside the park boundaries. 


8. The Kettle Falls Hotel should not have the bar open past 
10:00 p.m. unless adequate soundproofing is provided for 
sleeping rooms. 


9. Vigorous efforts should be made to restoring native 
habitat degraded by human activities. Special effort 
should also be made to remove exotic species. 


In this way, “Alternative 2" can truly provide the “most 
opportunities to experience solitude, natural quiet, and a 
natural setting" as stated in the Plan, page I-59. 


REQUIREMENTS OF NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT 


The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (42 U.S.C. 
4332; 40 CFR Part 1502.14) requires that an adequate analysis 
of alternatives be rendered. Moreover, the reasons for 
eliminating alternatives must be discussed. The General 


aa Plan/EIS states, without any exnlanation, that 
banning the use of houseboats, motorboats, aircraft, and 


snowmobiles is beyond the scope of the planning effort. 
Moreover, the National Park Service must consider the 


reasonable alternatives I have suggested above in the NEPA 
analysis. 


Consequently, the NEPA analysis is incomplete. 
OTHER ISSUES 
The Plan (page I-9) states as a goal for the park, 
"Water quality is at least maintained or from 


existing conditions." A more laudable goal is to amend the 
language to read, “Water quality is improved from existing 
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conditions.* 


The Plan (e.g. page I-24) should thoroughly explain why 
the wilderness process has not been completed and what it is 
going to take to complete it. 


The Plan (page I-28) states that U.S. v-. Brown has been 
appealed to the U.S. Supreme Court. Certiorari has been 
denied by the U.S. Supreme Court. 


CONCLUSION 
In summary, the National Park Service must undertake 
more effort to study management alternatives to better 
protect the natural resources of Voyageurs National Park and 
the aesthetic experience of park visitors. 


Thank you egain for allowing me the opportunity to 





P.S. - Please provide a copy of all yt planning and 
NEPA documents to my office. 
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Author: theorcasunrise@webtv.net (Chrissy) at np--internet 
Date: 10/18/2000 1:21 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: The GMP 


Dear Kathleen, 

This is in regards to our National Perk, Voyagers. Please: let us keep 
the park free of all motorized vehicles. I recently went to Alaska's 
Glacier Bay and discovered what raw nature really is and how great it 
made we feel. This park can do that for others as well. It should have 
fresh air, be silent of motores and plentiful in wildlife that is 
comfortable to share it with. Voyagers is a National Park for a reason. 
Tt wes selected to be a place to come to and experience what untouched 
mature in northern Minnesote If like. There are numerous beautiful 
pleces to snowmobile and drive 4-wheelers in that will satisfy those 
enthusiasts in Minnesota. There are so few untouched places in the 
country now and they should be cherished in their native state. You can 
help keep preserve what can never be replaced. 

Thank you! 


Chrissy 
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Author: °ROC32254" <ROC32254¢@0email asn.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 3:14 PM 

Wormal 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at WP-VOYA 

CC: <action®@tws.org> at MP-- INTERNET 


I'm a lover of the National Park system. While there area certainly areas of 
improvement need with the system, the idea as « whole is a great tradition. my 
son and I are on a mission to vist 411 53 National Parks; we have 20 so far and 
are plenning to do « perimeter trip thie summer of something like 10,000 miles 
to visit another 20. I say this to illustrate our love for the parks and their 
representation of the natural wonders of our country. To close a National Park 
is going backwerds-- Not in a positive direction. 


Please listen to the Wilderness Society, the NPCA and tose organizations that 
represent views like sine. 


Save the Wild areas for what they give. Save Voyageur's National Park! 


770-923-0818 


dd | 








Author: ‘Julie Christman «<jchristman@e-solveit.com> at np-- internet 
Date: 08/23/2000 3:04 PM 
Bormal 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at MP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyegers National Park 
eroccooccococosooooosoossscoooosococe Message Contents 

Tt has come to my attention that a group is trying to limit seaplane 
operations Voyagers National Park. 


I would like to voice my opinion that seaplane operations should be a) lowed 
to continue as they do now, without additional restrictions. 


Sincerely, 


Julie A. Christman 

eSolve Information Technology 
10933 Trade Center Drive Suite 108 
Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

Office: (916) 852-2586 

Pax: (916) 852-2566 

mailto: jchristman@e-solveit .com 
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Author: “Clements; Gery* <OCl e hoo.ki2.mm.us> at op--internet 
Date: 10/11/2200 68:06 AM 
Worme) 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki eat HP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyegeure Mational Park 


Dear Mae Praybyleki, 

I am writing in concern for the proposals for various kinds of usage of 
Voyageur’s National Park, and of our National Parks in general 
we @ust look at ways of preserving our resources for the long term, and also 
et how the various national parks are different from each otner. Voyageur’s 
is one of the parks that is valuable for ite wilderness associations, and 
although I believe snowmobiles could be used there for recreation in « 
plenned fashion, I believe that high speed recing events can take place on 
hundreds of nearby lakes, and ere not compatible with the peaceful winter 
uses thet National Park systems should promote. 

I believe that flost plane use has « similer negative impact on this 
particular perk, especially in the numbers that happen with commercial 
ventures. Sven privete float plane access seems incompatible with the tone 
of thie particuler perk, but for sure the higher numbers involved with 
commercial entry diminish the experience. I have felt on two occasions es 
if I wee in a busy industrial area, and wy attention was necessary on the 
bussing aircraft, landing or desiring to land and taking off. 

Please consider the type of park that Voyageur’s could be, in touch with ite 
history of wildness and movement by cance, as in the days of the fur 
trede, preserving this heritege without it being inundated by all the 
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*jeck Clintom* <cliaton@sege.eci.ki2.wy.us> at np--internet 
10/06/2000 6:16 AM 
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Author . Cochran* <gcock chran-caronia.com> st np--internet 
Dete: 06/26/2000 6:00 Pm 





Bormal 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at MP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs Nations) Park / Rainy Leke 

we eee ererer erences nseenssecseseeesees Message Contents 

I am writing you te voice wy concern over the proposed new reguletions as 
outlined in the General Management Plen. I em opposed to the proposal and 
request thet it not be isplemented. iI have been « visitor t> Rainy Lake for 
ten yeers and own property on the lake. I have also been « seer of the 
houseboats on the lake. I believe the current mixed use is fine I have 
elec been « user of the Boundary Waters Wilderness Ares a04 think it mekes 
sense to keep the two areas separate and distinct 


Please take gy recommendation and adopt Alternative Plan @ i. 


George B. Cochran 
Managing Director 
Cochren, Ceronis & Co. Lic 
One South “acker Drive 
Chicago, Th 60606 


312.425.4075 
312.425.9256 


(direct) 
(fax) 








w7E 


S3SNOdSIY GNV SLNIWWOD :Z7 INNTOA 








Author: Barbara West at NP-VOYA 
Date: 08/06/2000 10:06 AM 








International Palle, Mi $6649 
Dear Superintendent West: 


I wish to comment on the June 2000 draft General Management Plan and 
Bnvironmenta] Impact Statement for Voyageurs National Park. 


I am requesting that Alternative 2 for managing Voyageurs Netional Park be used 
over the next decade. Due to the large influx of people, this alternative would 
help sustain and preserve this unique area in owr state. This alternative bans 
floatplanes and the issuance of no-wake areas on the big lakes. Having areas in 
Voyageurs that are non-motorized will help assure the long term health of the 
park's naturel] resources. 


our National Parks are testimony to the tremendous damaging effect motorized 
vehicles have had on our parks. Secause of the numbers of people visiting our 
parks we really do need to ' walk softly’. 


I support your recommendation to provide foot trails in Voyageurs. However. I 
believe snowmobiles in national parks are a detriment to the land and the 
wildlife, not to gention the pollution these machines create. 

Thank you for your time and consideration on these comments. 
Sincerely, 
Janice Conklin 


$392 Saatela Rd. 
Mt. Iron, mi 55768 
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Author: Melissa COOK <amcavly@yahoo.com> at np--internet 


Date: 10/17/2000 6:18 PM 
Normal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs National Park 


Dear Superintendent West, 
I wish to share ay opinions on the June 2000 draft 
General Management Plan for Voyageurs Mational Park. 
I ask that you please consider alternative 2 for 
managing National Park. I believe that 
alternative 2 best serves the wildlife in the ares, 
and the preservation of natural habitats for future 
generations. I believe that banning float planes and 
expanding non motorized areas in Voyageurs would do 
just this. Wot only do motors make the park less 
natural and primitive, but they increase the chance of 
bringing in invasive species such as Burasian milfoil. 
People can still enjoy the gifte the park has to 
offer by using things such as a cance. There are 
enough 


I support your ideas on the foot trails, and 
expecially wish to have e trail added to Shoepack 
Lake. 


I also ask that you please consider the recent 
National Parks decision to ban snowmobile use in many 
of our beautiful National Parks. I think a plan for 
snowmobile ganagement could aleo be utilised in 
Voyageurs National Park. 

Thank you for your time. 


Melissa Cook 

1122 University Ave. SE 
Room €3867 Sanford Hall 
Minneapolis, mi 55455 





Bo You Yahoo!? 
Yahoo! Messenger - Talk while you surf! it's FREE. 
http: //im. yahoo. com/ 
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Alan M. Covel -/}-O0 
N07 97 Ave “8 
x.,*‘t FallsmaSGedg 
TZ Allan Marurn Cove! an, 
opposed to the Veyaguers 
Nationa Parks gener! manage - 
men? Plan. Fry Feel that 
there Sshevld not be anymore 
 pesteichens beings placed against 
any Visitors +0 the park. 


Qe, 7 


Allan M Covel 


‘ng:SEP 15 Fil 2 28 
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Author: James Cox <cox.307@0su.edu> et ap--internet 
Date: 10/21/2000 5:52 PM 
Norma) 


TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 
Subject: 


I em writing concerning the draft GMP that is presently in 

consideration. I am writing to register my support for alternative #2. I 
also wish to add to consideration the maintaining or decreasing the number 
of motorized vehicles in the park, especially float planes (no commercial 
planes). I also strongly support the ban of personal water craft. I would 
like to see this ban permanently instated. I would also ask for 
consideration in limiting the use of snowmobiles. I realize that these 
machines will never be eliminated from the park but I would ask that their 
numbers be limited. I ask this on behalf of all the winter recreationist 
who would enjoy snowshoeing and skiing auch more without the squeal of «a 
two stroke motor in the background. Lastly I would like to ask that the 
narrow, local interests of the so called wise use movement not be 
considered. It is a positive move to open dialog with the county 
commissioners but it should be understood that their interests are very 
short term and do not have the interests of the American people at the 
forefront. The Mational Park is juet that. National. It belongs to the 
people of the United States, not to the people of International Falis. 


Thank You 

James Cox 

220 S. 3rd St. W. Apt. D 
Missoula, MT $9801. 
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Dear NPS. 
Re Generel Managemen Plan 


| emendéed the hearmg ot Gr Hobldsy ins us latermenona! Falls and reviewed thr plans and ukked with the 
pervoeal there The spokeapersoms were very miormetve and scerned marrceted ua my concerns and 
comments Whee | icf! wes confunsd as ww why there ween! s Questions for me © ght doe ary 
OEE On 


1. PEWEST RESTRICTIONS If there hes w be s change m the management of the Park. then | 
woutd apt for pies | the pies with Gr fewest restncuons | cas remember when Ramy ween | s part and 
we bed more prrvecy then et do aoe With the develope of te Part we hove s grease: info of 
peapic. scene who care sbow others and of course, those who tum unly of themecives 


2. BEACHES | feel sunce there are s0 few beac bes os Ramy. some of the beaches should be for 
dey-use omly | know the bouse-bosters will compiles but cvery houseboat also www 1 nmabowt of some 
sort with them and thry cas bos! w the beach hike everyoar cise |i s umfau w dey use people which are 
gemeraily locals. to heve pert os rocks tw heve s pecm wtule house -bosters get to spend 4 weet on the few 
beaches ee heve 


3. DOCKS There showid be more docks for boaters to ne up to ~Wuth more peapie owmmng 
fibergines bosts there should be places w dock where they dos | heve © worry show! they bos gemmg 
wrecked os the rocks §=Thr docks should be ot ali campsites and dey-use areas The would also free up 
scene of the preasare for the beaches 


o HOUSEBOAT SITES | doa! understand why most of the housrbost sites heve been developed 
where they are exposed w the end Sates should be deveiuped m sheltered bey: and hry should also hove 
a dock w te up to = Moorung sears could be set up for those who don | heve apy terest we gong to shore 


For those who are here for fushang they heve very lttie meerest m bemg on shore eapecully when the bugs 
are bed 


$ BOUSZBOAT NUMBERS | don't thunk « us faw to restrict the muamber of privetse houseboss @ 
tee park Most of the prrvete housebosts are owned by locals. sume of whom used w heve cabuas on the 
lakes and beve had tw grve therm up |f there w w be | restnchon on mumbers "| showld be pul agasast the 
Commerce) renta) businesses: 


Personally. | would hike w see the Park go swey bw if 1 us here to stpy then | would lake to ser the above 
neagey 


Buck Dehi 
3i3a Cound bd na 
Tat! Falls My S649 


Keen NPD ' 


nD) rebllite. 
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“Chery] Dammenbring* «<jcdennyOcpinternet com> st np--isternet 
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Steve Delano 
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wetbor: Barbara West et NP-VOYA 
Date: 08/08/2000 10:08 AM 


Forward Header 
Subject: June 2000 draft GMP and EIS 

Author: scdel -Com at np--internet 
Date: 08/05/2000 2:28 PM 








3131 Highway 53 
International Palle, mi 56645 


Dear Superintendent West ; 


I wish to add my voice to the comments on the June 2000 draft General Management 
Plan (GMP) and Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for Voyageurs National Park. 
I write as a member of the VRNPA and a friend since college of Ron Erickson, who 
helped developed the Interpretative Center in the Park. 


Your continuing emphasis on the natural resource values of VNP is positive and 
forward-looking. 


Please use Alternative 2 for managing Voyageurs National Park over the next 
Gecade. This alternative s the best means of sustaining the unique 
gifte that VwP has to offer the state, the nation and the world. 


Most important in this alternative is the ban on floatplanes and the issuance of 
no-wake areas on the big lakes. Having non-motorized areas in Voyageurs is very 
important for the long term health of the park?s natural resources and as a 

means to accommodating a wide variety of visitors. I support your recommended 
foot trails and would in particular appreciate e trail to Shospeck Lake 


As you continue to work on t ieeves, please consider the recent 
National Park Service decision to ban snowmobiles in other national parks. 
Restrictions on snowmobiles, in Voyageure for safety reasons alone, are long 
overdue and need your attention. 


Thank you for considering these comments and thank you for taking the extra step 
on @ regular basis where it would be much more comfortatble to you personnally 
to do otherwise. 


Sincerely, 


Steven C. 
6468 Lake Jane Trail 
Lake Elmo, @ 55042 


cc. SPS Director Stenton and 
Secretary of Interior Babbitt 
1846 C Street, MW 

Washington DC 20240-0002 
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Boats, jet skis, etc. - the noise is almost continuous at times. Aircraft 
have a very low environmental impact - no of] or grease. Aircraft users 
motors have been around. Most aircraft that over fly are high enough 
and quiet enough to be but a small impact on: park users. As users of 
(epeculative but probably close) boats that bugs through the park - one 


the park, we demand equal and fair access. Por every 200 - 300 
aircraft lands. 


| have enjoyed many forms of recreation here and are concerned as to the 
latest development of V.N.P Management Programs. 

are alao generally excellent customers at Kettle Falls Hotel (ourecives 
inchuded). 

Aircraft have been flying in and around V.N_P. longer than outboard 


Along the border, the best mode of transportation is by 


I have been a user of Voyagers National Park for 10 years. My family and 
floatplane. It's safe, efficient, and hour for hour 


the shore of Rainy Lake or Kabetogama or Ash River and 
noise will be down there with loons and ducks on the total nc‘se 


August 17, 2000 

Kathleen Przybyiaki 
Voyagers Nationa! Park 

3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, MN 56649 
Dear Kathleen: 


- it would be unthinkable to put 
- commercial or private. We all must 


7 


canoes - 100 aircrafi. Pair is fair. Please Go not use this as an excuse to 


balance profit /loes ledgers of the park. Fair and equal access by ail 


people. if volume limits are in order - let it be equal - 100 boats - 100 
users. 


complaints the park has received in the past year - 5 years - 10 years. 
This area is a park - by definition for the use and enjoyment of the 


@ to Customs, good weather and bed. We cannot safely do eo with 
I'd really like to know. 


corridor restrictions and volume limits. 
Concerns - | would like to know how many aircraft related noise 


Safety - in regards to over 
altitude restrictions on over 
Sincerely. 

4 A 
Kae: 
P.O. Box 357, Tower, MN 55790 
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Li 3 i: ‘h ili: F HE i! 53 2, 
ee ie hail 
wa UH SE ui 








VoLumMe 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
334 


SEE 


SISNOdSTY GNY SLNIWWO, °7 INTIOA 








“Deve Dill* 


-Com> et np--internet 
10/16/2000 6:40 mm 


Comment on Voyageurs Bational Park GuP/VUFP 


Actions such os eliminating the special use permit for this 
little reasonable justification continues to fuel the hate 
of the Perk Service. 





2I5- 





“Deve Dill* <orr@cpinternet com> st np--internet 
09/22/2000 4:16 


Devid K. Dill 
G/b/a David Dill Seaplane Service 


423 Bear Island 
Crane Leake, fF 55725 
218-993-2282 


9/22/00 


Superintendent Barbere Nest 

Voyegeurs Maticnal Park - Department of the interior 
1130 U.S. Mwy. $3 

International Falle, mi 56649 


RE: Public comment on Voyageurs Netionse) Park General Management Plan end 
Visitors Use and Facilities Plan 


Superintendent West. 


People using motorized conveyances, primarily sotorboets of all types. 
snowsobile and airplanes visit Voyageurs Nations] Park. Privete (FAR Pert 91) 
and Commercial (FAR Part $1 & 135) seaplanes have been and chartered by 
park visitors in what is sow Voyegeurs National Park (VBP) for moet of the 20th 
ceatury. Their ebility to land on water sakes thee « versatile commercial end 
recreational tool, their operstion uneventful. 


Over the year's the Bational Perk Service (WPS) hese restricted private use of 
seaplenes from pre and post - park use levels and nearly eliminated commercie) 
seaplane vee. Restrictions on the use of private and commercial seaplanes 
within the Perk are in part based on the 41) 


impecte to visitor enjoyment 
and commercialisation of the Park. 


uPS has placed considerable weight in the 
use based on alleged visual and noise 
. The BPS assumptions on the operstions 
of seaplanes privately and commercially are not supported by fectual informetion 
or justified by complaints lodged by visitors te Voyageurs with the Ps 


Prior to and for years after the establisheent of the Perk cuserous commercial 
seaplane operators conducted commercial seaplane flights originating outeide the 
perk end erriving in the Park, sterting inside the Perk and ending inside the 
Park and beginning inside the Park and ending outside the Park. These flights 
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Stasexncems recoréec sf the imernanonai | alls pubtx meestung on Monday July 24 2000 
Stasements wanecribed on | ucedsy. August 79. 2000 by Kathices Prryvyten. 


hare Daseed. 
9075 Gappe Ross 
Rey MN 56669 
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Thesh you for the opportunity to comment on the GW/VUFP for Voyageurs Ket icone) 


Moet sincerely. 
Gevid Dill 
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Dear Ms. Przybyiski, 


We are writing this letter to voice our support of Alternative Pian |: 
PRESENT COURSE OF ACTION (NO ACTION). We feel very 
strongly that the present course of action is working and why change 
something that is not broken. We do aot understand why the 1988 Lake 
Country Site Management Pian bas bees abandoned. We look back on 
the past 25 years since Voyageurs National Park was established and 
fecl proud that we were involved since the beginning. We have high 
hopes for our entire area . 


We were at the Kettle Falls Hotel when Congressman Jobe Biatnik and 
Governor Elmer Aadersen planted the pine tree in front of the betel. 
If we remember correctly Congressmas Jim Oberstar (who was on the 
Congressman’s staff) was also present. The Kettle Falls Hotei had been 
run by my family since Ed Rose sold it to my grasdfather, Bob 
Williams in 1918. My parents Chartie and Blanche Williams were 
most co-operative when they sold our beloved hotel to the Park Service. 
Our family bas always tried to be positive where park is concerned. 
However to go into the broken promises to my parents, Charlie & 
Blanche Williams would take pages and much water has gone over the 
dam since that chapter of our lives ended. 


We have been in the houseboat business since 1978. Since then we have 
increased our fleet from 14 houseboats to 29. Each of these 21 seasons 
we have employed approximently 35-40 people. They work in our 
office, store maintenance, and dock departments. Our 
employees are from age 80 to 16. They live and go to school here, 
spend their hard earned wages on food, clothing, bousing and taxes. 
We are very proud of our sons and their wives who are new managing 











the business. We are 100% behind them and their efforts to ask you to 
support Alternative Plas | (no action). 


We have concerns over the components of the proposed Plan that 
blatantly discriminates against houseboat access and usage. No other 
group is restricted in either numbers or usage. We are against limited 
concession contracts for existing commercial houseboats operators. We 
have all built our businesses working 12-14 hours days during the 
season. The rest of the year is spent promoting our business at various 
sport shows & other means of advertising. Voyageurs National Park 
benefits from this free advertising. Our customers spend dollars at our 
hotels, motels, restaurants, grocery stores & gas svations and the 
business they frequent on their way to our area. Our local businesses 
and their employees appreciate this business. 


We oppose the permit ‘~s'em. houseboat quotas, restricted park access 
for houseboats and for wit iypes of boat. The idea of allowing 10 
private houseboats into the park is absolutely unrealistic. We have at 
least 15 private houseboats who rent slips from us. These people are all 
ages and from all walks ef life. Some are retired people, there are 
young families, others are baby boomers still in the work force. These 
people all have the right to use and enjoy Voyageurs National Park. 


Our bouseboats are self-contained. The graywater from houseboats is 
the same as from campers and day users. 


Our greatest fear is our commenis will fall on deaf ears. There seems to 
be a continued movement to take away the uses that were listed in the 


legislation creating creating Voyeguers National Park. 


¥ Ss or 
> ot mi ~— © \ af 
Bill & June Dougherty 
Bui + bene 


Pw wale 
2031 Tew ox 4x 


Ami!) fel Musa 








LNAWALVLS LOVdN] TVLNSIWNOWIANY L4VYQ FHL NO SLNIWWO) :¢ WIdVHD 





6£& 


SASNOdSIY ANY SLNSWWOD :Z7 INNTIOA 





Richard & Susie Douville ‘ 
2224 First Avenue ‘J, 
Hibbing, MN 55746 “. 


August 14, 2000 6 Ss 


Ms. Kathleen Preyblieki 
a Park +. 
ne Management 
3131 Mwy 53 
International Palle, MN 56649-8904 


Dear Ms. Preybliski: 


Thank you for your extremely rapid response to our request for 

a copy of the Voyageurs General ment Plan. We requested 

35, Mntex. 7/31, and the postman delivered it Tuesday morning, 
» at an!! 


To give you a little background on our comments, we live in 
downtown Hibbing, where we own a small business. We also 
have owned a small private houseboat for three years that we 
keep at Rainy Lake Houseboats, in International Palls. 


As you probably know, owning a houseboat requires a major 
investment; the payment, insurance, dock fees, fuel, maintenance 
ard repairs. Although we enjoy the boat very much, it is a 
substantial investment for us, as we are not wealthy people. 


However, since we live downtown, we feel a real need for the 
sight of lake and forest and for some peace and quiet on our 
days off. 


It ie with great alarm that we read in the Management Plan 
that every one of the alternatives allows only ten private 
houseboats overnight in each Park basin at any one time. We 
made a quick list of all the private houseboats in the Rainy 
Lake Houseboats marina and came up with eighteen bosts. We 
have no idea how many of Northernaire Houseboats are private, 
but if they have half as many as are in our marina, the ten 
boat limit is going to be a real problem for all of us. 


Most of the private boat owners in our marina are in the 

$0 to 70 year old group. Some are retired, but most of us 
are still emplo and have only week-ends off to do our 
boating. Now, if only 1/3 of us will be able to obtain a 
permit for any given week-end, ard taking into consideration 
the frequency of inclement weather in our area, and then 
adding into the mix the various social obligations people run 
into each summer (gvetuasiens. weddings, funerals, reunions) 
there will be precious few of us able to get on the lake at 
all in the course of the summer. 
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Ms. Kathleen Przyblyski (2) August 14, 2000 
If one is paying all the same costs, with the exception of fuel, 
and only gets to use his boat five times each summer instead of 
ten, the cost per trip is doubled. 


The ten private boat limit is bad because it will encourage 
people to go out in marginal weather when their common sense 
tells them to stay at the dock, but they've promised someone 
a trip on the boat and they don't know when they'll get their 
next permit. It's a recipe fcr disaster! 


In reading over the plan, it appears as though the Park Service 
wants to accommodate as many park users as possible except for 
the private houseboat people. Where did this ten private 
houseboat limit come Who recommended this number?? 


You may not realize it, but the private houseboaters are a 
real force for good in the Park. 


When we reach our camp site, the first thing we do after tying 
down, ig to pick up any trash on the beach. When we leave, we 
usually clean out any refuse left in the fire pit by previous 

campers. 


The private houseboaters are right there when anyone on the 
lake needs help. We know of a private houseboater putting 
a bleeding child ard her father into his runabout and bringing 
them to base to meet the ambulance. He did not know the people 
he was helping. 


Just in the three years we've beer. boating, we were able to 
help a rental houseboater get his anchors out in a big wind 
when his engine died and he was headed for the rocks. Last 
July 4, we helped tent campers look for their lost dog and 
later gave them minnows when they lost theirs in the storm. 


Last summer our fishing boat swamped when a storm came up 
in the middle of the night. Next morning, 15 minutes after 
we radioed for help, a private houseboater and his two sons 
Came to our rescue. 


All of this is done with no fanfare or self-interest. But 
it surely does add to the quality of the wilderness experience 
to have people around willing to help othere. 


The private houseboaters are people who know the lake. They 
can and do help out the rental houseboaters and each other 
before they get in trouble. 


It seems to us that a more sensible plan for the private 
boats would be to limit the number of new boate coming in 
until they get to the desired number through atrition. 
Most of us won't be boating that much longer. 





syonpiaipuy 
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Me. Kathleen Prsybdliski (3) August 14, 2000 


Why would the Park Service single out one small group to take 
the brunt of their limitation plans? We're self-containeé. 
We carry out all our garbage and human waste. Tenters and 
day fishermen don't. 


There is also the gray water issue. Some of the proposals 

call for mandatory gray water holding tanks. This a question 
that bears mguch sore aT: Apparently the assumption is that 
each boat dumps in about 1200 gallons of gray water each year. 


We have a 30 gallon fresh water tank and no lake water systen. 
We do dishes, flush our toilet, and sponge bathe in this water. 
We choose not to use our shower because we don’t want the 
added humidity in the boat. We were out for five full days 
thie year and did not run out of water. We question this 


figure strongly. 


In several places in the study it is stated that gray water 
has a negligible affect on the ecosystem. Doesn't it seen 
silly to require an expensive and combersom item that will 
have no discernable benefit to the k? Why not eet a date 
after which any new boat in the basin would have to have gray 
water tanke and phase it in gradually? 


There doesn't seem to be any place in the Plan where the permit 
system is detailed. The permit system would surely be a more 
accurate way to determine numbers in the park, but perhaps a 
simpler way could be found. Could we log in with our marina 
operators? 


We have visions of being ked in front of the Visitor Center 


Saturday at 6am (our us departure time) waiting for the place 
to open so we can pick up our permit. What a hassel that would 
be. 


Some of the other boat owners in our marina live in Mpls/St. 
Paul smd further. How would they get their permite? Nobod 
would want to drive all that way and then be refused a permit. 
If we were made to choose our dates in January or Pebruary, 
we could miss every decent week-end all year. 


In our minds, the ideal is no change. It is very good to be a 
private houseboater in Voyageurs Park now. We hope our enjoyment 
won't be curtailed by bureaucratic red tape. Why meses with 

per fection. 


Sincerely yours, 


: Mur Wf la aha? Mruste 


Mr. & Mre Richard Douville 
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Author: ‘steve doyle* <doylesteve@hotmail com> at op--internet 
Date: 10/16/2000 9:26 Pm 
Norua) 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki et MP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs #.P. 


Dear Ms. Praybyleki; 

I am writing to express sy support for GaP Alt @ 2, which would provide sore 
environmente] protections for Voyegeure #.P. I feel strongly that snowsobile 
reces should be banned, since they are disruptive to wildlife and extreaely 
polluting. Aleo, I support the initiative to move Park HQ to Orr, in &t 
Louis County. Thank you for your time. 








Get Your Private, Free B-msil from MSN Hotewsi| at http://www. hotmail.com. 


Share information about yourself, create your own public profile at 
http: //profiles .men.cos#. 








Author: R8H#Dreher@eo)].com st np- internet 
Date. 10/11/2000 10:07 AM 

Borma) 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at BP-VOYA 


I am @ user both of the Park and the SWCAN. What happens in one 
affects the other near the pleces where they border each other 


I support the proposed Ge? Alternative 2. 


Some limited snowmobile use of the perk is able es long a6 critics) 
wildlife areas are not disturbed. Use of park lakes for ‘radar runs" is not 
compatible with the purposes to be served by the park. There ere sany other 
large lakes, including Rainy and Vermillion, sear the perk that can be used 
for reces. 


Houscboat licenses should be limited besed on the number of designated 
mooring sites. Using other sites will adversely affect perk quality. A 
BWCAN style permitting eyetem should be established for a1) overnight veers 


Commercie) flosetplane operation ehould not be allowed in the park. Theee 
plenes now routinely violate BWCAW air epece. We sew thee every Gey we were 
in the Lake One-Four-Inevle area in aid September. Allowing thee in the park 
will increase their intrusions isto the SWCAN 


Respectfully submitted, 


Bdina, MH $5436 
rhdreher@ac)] com 
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Author. ‘“Perker Drew" «wi idercnessranger@hotmai) com> at np--internet 
Date: 06/30/2000 10:19 AM 
Norma) 

: Kathleen Preybyleki et BP-VOYA 

: gil.gutknecht@mail house gov at NP- INTERNET 

: tell.Dille@mail house.gov st HP-- INTERNET 

: tocollin.peterson@mail house gov at HP-- INTERNET 


oberstareécp. duluth an us et WP-- INTERNET 
: @rr@cpinternet com et MP-- Iv: ERNET 
Subject: Adopt Alternative 2 


QARARAARe 
: 
qf: 
3 
® 
5 


Minnesotans for Responsible Recreation (MRR). # growing organization with 
over 300 active members, would like to commend Voyageurs Mationa) Park for 
taking an important step to protect the park's resources and provide « 
greater belance in the types of visitor uses and experiences available at 
the perk. ARR SUPPORTS ALTERMATIVE 2 which emphasizes resource preservet ion 
and provides more opportunities for visitors to experience solitude in « 
naturel setting. 


The first part of the Organic Act, which originally set sside land for our 
national perks, etetes thet our parks ere to be preserved first and 
foremost. The Park Service has always struggled «ith thie sisple sentence 
which aleo states that parks are to be enjoyed by the public. However. 
these are not national forests with « qultiple use principle, they are 
national parke to be preserved for future generations to enjoy thes in their 
pristine and naturel estate. The simple word, *PRESERVATION,* makes it very 
clear thet parke are to be protected for their natural and pristine values. 
Thie is why people vieit our netional parks. 


Please adopt Alternative 2 which «i)) beet protect the values that Americans 
seek when visiting our national parks. Thank you very such for your tise 
and consideration. 


Sincerely, 

Parker Drew 

Minnesotans for Reeponsible Recreation 
Board of Directore 





Get Your Private, Pree E-mail from AGH Hotmail at http: //wew hotmail com 


Comments on The Genera) Management Pian for Voyageurs Natonal part 


| have not read all of the plan for Voyageurs Nat’! Park, but heve completed much of 11, 
and would like to make comments on what | heve read 

First of all, | do not think that the Part Service found a devasited area thst had been 
over used and abused when they first started the part | believe thai ‘he people of thus 
area have always been concerned about ow oastural resources, and af b= heve always 
been sensible conservaionmsts No mafier where you look. you will find peopie that set s 
bad example, and cause others to suffer from the rules that have been made because of 
the ectons of a smal] minonty 
| am strongly in favor of the Park Service adopung Alternative no | 
| see no reason for change, as | beleve there will be « decrease in the number of visiton 
to the part within the next ten to twenty years 
Laaety the prnoe of fuel has gome to the pout where | believe many people will not be 
doing much weveling. and there 1s not a sgn thet the proce 1s about to come down 


| beheve thet controlled burnang in the part should be banned. as seiectrve loggyng and 
planting could accomplish the same results withou! al! of the polluton that burmng 
Causes |i seems thai the Part Service thunks of large equpmert like skodders. feiler 
bunchers and slasher: when they talk of logging That does not heve to be the case There 
are smai| ioggyng operations in the area and if loggung wes uscd rather then burmng 
there would be others thei would start such businesses (smal) logging operapons) There 
would be no ach thet blocks sum and oxygen from the water There would be jess 
chemucals and pollutant: put into the aur. end smal) scale loggag would be less likely to 
add to the green house affect Sma! logging operamons would aiso create jobs to improve 
ow ares economy Something we al) kncw needs improvement 


ft seems as though the Part Service has created more probieros with motonzed vetycies 
mm the park then exist There has been « trend for power bosi owners purchase four 
cycle oul-board motors un the lest few years, because they are fm more fue! efficrernt then 
the two cycles end there 1s no ox! in the fuel to pollute the weier | Oeiveve thal Pend wit! 
continue, and in ume the fow cycle engunes will be the engune of chowe 


There are many other issues | could debate. but thet would take mary houn and many 
pages to complete | would just like to sey that, Voyageurs National Fart is e beaut ful 
place, both to visit and to Irve by That everyone, even the handicapped should be abie to 
enjoy it If people are shut out of the park because they can aot paddle a boat, or sit for 
lang penods of time, then the park 1s not worth heving 

The whole ides of Voyageurs Natoma! Park in the first place. was to heve « place thet 
everyone caa exyoy themeeives af Not to heve over two hunded thousand acres of wate: 
and land thet ws regulated to the pout thai the only people that can sec 1 are the ones thei 
are healthy and strong 
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There 3 6 stesemmemt “land lost to ioggung” that | beiecve untrue amd unfaw Most of tus 
eren bas bees logged ai cas ume or encther bul « few years after the logging was done 
there ave young Vera more wildlife wm the area. and tungs just seeen &) be more actve 
eround 8 growing forest. 


| neve spemt mamerous how: {isiuag ond ngit seeing the part from Send Bey wo Ketc 
Falts but beve not seen the manber of baid engies per aves the! | heve seen on rum over 
Rausy River nes houses. cabams emd farms os both sides of the mve: but for some resson 
that does not seem tw bothe: the beid caghes [here are cagic mest: wither 0 few madre’ 
verde or leas from bowses. where there 1s almosi Constest bamen actity bul the eagies 
nest and beve they off spring and seem w jus fine Ome human imerteremce thes | do not 
agree upoa. 3 pert employers and beologest ciumbung veer 10 obees\< and gather 
informanon wtuie the nest hes eggs or young eagies nt Ths | beiseve bes 8 much 
greater wmpact on the young aad parent, and could iead uw) the pareets deserting they nes 
then jwst the wmpact of memes presence does 


| wanderstamd that the Part Service wants authority beyond the part s borden The 
counpes hew they own standards and polices most set by the Seaar of Minnesona |/ 
these iews and polices are followed by the local ctuzens aad inforcad whee neceesry) 
there should not be 6 umpact on the part by surrounding areas and the part service 
should not heave « reason cy even weet w heve the euthonty to set standards ovtmdle of the 
park | belseve tus kind of authority by the part sarice would crease s buffer zone 
around the part and in ums would develop ito « much larger part | beleve thei the 
perk should be kept erthin 1 5 presem! boundanes 


Part personal should heve to respect pnvete property like al! other cruzens There has 
bees more then ome occamos where part personal heve gone unto pvale property 
withow! permisszco of the land owner und afempted to study piam or midlife This hes 
also been dune during the night without permission and hes deveicaped imic ai least one 
waafhc with s remdert that | know of 


Most catizens thet | know in the ares sey “things were better before the part wes here” 
Well | have to agree with that The economy wes mu ¢ heme: bas | don ' know :f the 
can be comtributed to the pari being here | do ave thet things were much more 
peaceful. amd s perso could go to the caw end of the lake and met worry abou! getting 
stopped by part personal | know peopic thet owned cabens on Raury Lake could emoy 
thoer catens amd aot heve tw worry show therm beng taken ewey We could smvemotnic 
vce fish mnow shoe bum bor camp. rein bike and enjoy nature and all of 1 1 beaunes 
without beng bothered by the rules. the policres. the park peracne! and the military hike 
ectrtude of the Namonal Part Sermce and Department of lmenar Most peapic of the arcs 
do not comsader the part near as beautiful now as when 1 wes just the lake 


Leo D Dugas 
3245 Co Rd 24 
Ime | Falls Man 56649 


MEMORANDUM 
To Me Proyoyen 
From. Pau Ebeting & Wendy Moye 
Oates: August '6 


We ere wriung to ask you suppor! ©) opposing (le enplemnemanon of the proposed Genera 
Managemen Plan Envronments impect Statement anc the Visto Use end fecdiies len (Pien io 
Voyageus Netone Part Copes of the 464 page Plan can be abtased by "eques! by ering cafing 
(Voyagers Netons Park, GMP/VUFP 3131 ey 53 intemnetonel Fels MN 56646-6904 216 283 
9821) of wewang on fhe imerne! (wwe nps gow/voye) 


The purpase of the Plan «@ to ‘set fort? « besx management praicsaphy for Voyageus Netons Part 
and © prowds 8 framewort for future Gecieion matung for the next 15 to 20 years’ hwes shernstve 
piers were Oreftec The pruposed Plan was forrmussted from the twee ongne! steneives afte nov 
from @ 42.<nember ac hoc consultaton group and 8 merwnai reaporee from the pubkc Overall the 
proposed Plan provides @ sound comprehensive approsch for pruteciing netus end amuse 
“esc.sres 88 wel as TIMED “BLY se towers components of the praposed Plan vistantty 
Cacrvninats against Hoveeboal access and usage No Ow use goup © festied +) othe 
number or use Specific concerns Quoted Grecty from the flan are as follows 


Overr.gmt Houseboat Use - “Through s parm sratem a total of 60 noveebosts oe baer (Raw 
acs Nemehen, wooed be sfowed 50 commerce Novesbosts and 10 ovate novenosts. for a pack 


total of 12D "hes systern wousd go rio effect shorty afte he genera! managenen pian wes 
approved Lied Conceeson Contracts woutd be estabished wt) exusting housebos res 
comperses ‘he conpacts would allow e maxenu™ of SO commnercia! Nounebosts per bas 
Sangauon aysiem comohence cerificaies would be required for af house hosts i) pert weters” 
(Plan pp | ~ 52.1 - 64, 1-18, 1-25) “Ne ceeeerch eugete on the extent of tue (greeter) 
orotien. O° whether (= a crotien et af Therefor. the imoec of umesie m unknown (Pen 5 
| - 202) 


+ Rebonete for Opposition - Permit System 
The enpiementston of a perrul systen is not required for any offer part use until after 2 
feasieity study 6 Comnpieted (wtitw the nex! 3 years) No study hes been conducted to 
suppor fhe enptementaton of s perrvt systen exciusrvety fo hovsehosts 

+ Re®orete to Oppositor - Hovsebost Quote 
There @ no ienitaton proposed © the number of any off type motorized or norwnotonzed 
wetercra! with the park in addition here « nw Gets presented to support Pus restrictor of 
bot) private and comneras! musebosts 

+ Retonete for Oppostbor - Sanitation Sycterm 
The terre “sanitation system” © not defined and there « no spect nformeton regarding the 
Rena. wtuch must be met m order to recerve ‘sarviabon system comphence certficsies” 
Wetercref “serwtiston systerns’ ere not inited tl hoveebosts ' additon ~~ saniston 
requirements ee Wentfied for ary offer pet users: 
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Water Quality/Water Resources - “.. Sanitation system compliance certificates would be required 
pe ay ay ere (Plan: pp.,!- 52; 11-18). *...pequining houseboats to store 


father than dump. oraywater ....°. (Plan: pp., | - 96; | - 235; li - 19) 
e Retionele for Opposition - Sanitation System 
See above 
e Rationale for Opposition - 


Graywater 
The data presented in the pian is based on the inaccurate assumption that fresh water is 
converted to graywater. Therefore, the conciusion is not valid. The cost of equipping each 
houseboat with a graywater holding tank is not justified, at this time. in licht of the fact that “no 
research exists on the extent of this problem, or whether it is a probien . wi." The impact of 
the production and containment of graywater on the part of other park . «=. is not addressed. 


Visitor Experience/Economic impact - “Houseboal users... might find it difficult at times to obtain. 
pennits........ potential houseboat users might need to pian weil in advance in order to obiain a 
commercial or private houseboat permit............ Since housebosts would not dominate in-water uses 


due to these restrictions, positive impact to the experience of other park visitors would occur. “ 
(Plan: pp., 1-245). “Limiting the number of houseboats might be a reduction from the present peak 
demend, sithough it is unknown how many private (or commercial) housebosts are used in the park 


there could be an adverse 
economic impact on local businesses... However, the impact would not be significant on the overall 
economy of the gateway communities.” (Plan: p., | — 255). 


e Rationale for Opposition - Access 
The Pian ciearty states that houseboats will have restricted park access. There is no logical 
or research based rationale for denying access to only one user population. in addition, the 
Plan states that the actual number of houseboats is unknown. 

e Rationale for Opposition - Economic impect 
There is no data, which supports the statements in the Pien related to the limitation of 
houseboats having no significant economic impact on the overall community. Since the 
actual number of houseboats visiting the perk is unknown, the conclusion is erroneous. 
Common sense dictates that reducing the number of any visitor group will have a negative 
effect on local economy. The economic impact of all other perk users would have a “slight 
positive effect on the area's economy” Again, there is no data to support this conclusion. 


Kt is very important that you provide feedback to the Park Service and Minnesota State 
regarding the proposed Pien. Please send written comments to Voyageurs National Park at the 
address listed above before September 22, 2000. Also. complete end mail the enciosed post 
card(s) before September 22, 2000, if you agree with our concerns. The adoption of Alternative 
Pian #1 will prevent any changes being made at this time and hopefully allow for more input 
and/or scientific study in developing a Plan for the future. 





MEMORANDUM 


Subject: Voyageurs Nationa! Park Proposed Genera! management Pian 
We are writing to inform you of concerns we have related to provisions identified in the proposed 
& 








wala 20 Was aqulaen uaalll Gs Wao dled: Gatly diy Un gunned casaaamadl Gan eas 
approved. Limied concession contracts would be established with exsting houseboat rental 

companies The contracts would allow a maximum of 50 commercial housebosts per basin. 

Sanitation system compliance Certificates would be required for ali house boats in park waters” 

(Plan: pp., | - ~ Un 84; li - =e - 25). “No research exdsts on the extent of this (oraywater) 

prob or wi " r refc pact of orayw known. (Plan: p.. 





e Rationele for Opposition - Permit System 
The implementation of a permit system is not required for any other park user until =“er a 
feasibility study is completed (within the next 3 yeers). No study has been conducted to 
support the implementation of a permit system exciusively tor houseboats. 

e Ratonele for Opposition - Housebost Quota 
There is no limitation proposed in the number of any other type motorized or nonmotorized 
watercraft within the park. in addition, there is no date presented to support this restriction of 
both private and commercial housebosts. 

e Rationele for Opposition - Sanitation System 
at ieee ee en ee 
criteria, which must be met in order to receive “sanitation system compliance certificates 
Watercrefi “sanitation systems” are not limited to housebosts. in addition, no sanitation 
requirements ave identified for any other perk users. 


Water Resources - *.. Sanitation 


Quality/W ate: system Certificates would be required 
pt gayi ga (Plan: pp., | - 52; i - 19). * 


tather than Gumo. oravwater ....°. (Plan: pp., | - 96; | - 235; li - 19) 
e Rationele for Opposition - Sanitation System 
See above 
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The data presented in the pian is based on the inaccurate assumption that fresh waier is 

converted lo graywater. Therefore, the conclusion is not valid. The cost of equipping each 
houseboat with a graywater holding tank is not justified. at this time, in light of the fact that “no 
research ests on the extent of this problem. or whether it is a problem at ail.” The impact of 
the production and containment of graywater on the part of other park users is not addressed. 


Visitor Expertence/Economic impact - “Houseboat users__mght find it difficult at mes to obtain 
permits......... potential houseboat users might need to pian well in advance in order to obtain a 
commercial or private houseboai permit........ Since houseboats would not dominate in-weter uses 
due to these resinctions, positive impact to the expenence of other park visitors would occur. “ 

(Pian: pp..|- 245). “Limiting the number of houseboats might be a reduction from the present peak 
demand. although it is unknown how many private (or commercial) houseboats are used in the park 


. here could be an adverse 
econorc impac: on local businesses However. the impact would not be significant on the overall 
economy of the gateway communities.” (Pian: p.. | - 255) 


e Ratonale for Opposition - Access 
The Plan cearty states that housebosts will have restricted park access. There is no logical 
or research besed rationale for denying access to only one user population. in addition. the 
Pian states that the actual number of houseboats is unknown. 

e Ratonale for Opposition - Economic impact 
There is no data, which supports the statements in the Pian related to the limitation of 
housebosts having no significant economic impact on the overall community. Since the actual 
number of houseboats visiting the park is unknown. the conciusion is erroneous. Common 
sense dictates that reduang the number of any visitor group will have a negate effect on 
local economy. The economic impact of all other park users would have a “sgh positive 
effect on the area's economy” Again, there is no data to support this conclusion. 


| have been visiting the Rainy Lake area and Voyageurs Natonal Park for over half of my life. My 
perents recently purchased a houseboat on Rainy. this access to the park will greatly increase the 
number 8nd duration of my new family's visits to your area. If the proposed Plen is adopted, our 
ability to accxss the Park will be greatly diminished. Please consider our comments and remove the 
restnctons reisted to houseboats in the proposed Plan or implement Alternate Pian #1. 


Sincerely. 
Peter A Ebeling 





MEMORANDUM 


To: Kathleen Przybyiski 

From: Tom and Toni Ebeling 

Date: August 14, 2000 

Subject: Voyageurs National Park Proposed General Management Pian 


We are wmiting to inform you of concerns we have related to provisions identified in the proposed 
Generai Management & (Plan). Overall the Plan provides a comprehensive 
approach for protecting natural and cultural resources as well as managing visitor use for Voyagers 
National Park. However, components of the proposed Pian discriminate against Housebos! access 
and usage. No other user group is restricted in either numbers or use. Specific concerns, quoted 
directly from the Pian, are as foliows: 





Overnight Houseboat Use - “Through a permil system. a total of 60 houseboats per oasin (Rainy 
and Namekan) would be allowed - 50 commerdal houseboats and 10 orivate houseboats, for a park 


total of 120. This system would go into effect shortly efter the general management pian was 
approved. Limited concession contracts would be established with exusting houseboat rental 
companies. The contracts would allow a maximum of 50 commercial housebosts per besin. 


Sanitation system compliance certificates would be required for ail house boats in park waters” 
(Plan: pp.. | - 52; |~ 84; i - 18; 1 - 25). “No research exists on the extent of this (craywater) 
problem, of whether it is a probiem ai all. Therefore, the impact of oraywater ig unknown. (Plan: p.. 
| - 202) 


e Rationele for Opposition - Permit System 
The implementation of a permit system is not required for any other park user until after a 


There is no limitation proposed in the number of any other type motorized or nonmotorized 
watercraft within the park. in addition, there is no data presented to support this restriction of 
both private and commercial houseboats. 

e Rationale for Opposition - Sanitation System 
The term “sanitation system” Se ne ee See 
criteria, which must be met in order to receive “sanitation system compliance certificates 
Watercraft “sarvtation sysiems” are not lnited to houseboats. in addition, no sanitation 
requirements are identified for any other park users. 


Water Quality/Water Resources - “Sanitation 


system certificates would be required 
for all house boats in park waters.” (Pian: pp., | - 52; li- 19). *.. 


...fequiring houseboats to store. 


tather than dume. oraywater ....". (Plan: pp., | - 96; | - 235; Il - 19) 
e Rationale for Opposition - Sanitation System 
See above 
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The data presented in the pian is based on the inaccurate assumption that fresh water is 
converted to graywater. Therefore, the conciusion is not valid. The cost of equipping each 
houseboat with a greywater holding tank is not justified, at this ume. in light of the fact that “no 
research exsts on the extent of this problem, or whether it is a problem at ail.” The impact of 
the production and containment of graywater on the part of other park users is not addressed 


Visitor Experience/Economic impact - 
permmnis......... potential houseboat users might need to pian weil in advance in order to obtain a 
commercial or private houseboat permit... .__.. Since houseboats wouid nol dominate in-water uses 


due to these resinctions, positive impact to the experience of other park visitors would occur. “ 

(Plan: pp.,|- 245). “Limiting the number of housebosts might be a reduction from the present peak 
Gemand, although it is unknown how many private (or commercial) housebosts are used in the park 
fewer private houseboats in the park. there could be an adverse 
econormc impact on local businesses. However, the impact would not be significant on the overall 
economy of the gateway communities.” (Plan: p.. | - 255). 


e Rationale for Opposition - Access 
The Pien clearly states that housebosts will have restricted park access. There is no logical 
or research besed rationele for denying access to only one user population. in addition, the 
Plan states that the actual number of housebosts is unknown. 

e Rationale for Opposition - Economic impact 
There is no data, which supports the statements in the Plen related to the limitaton of 


Common sense dictates that reducing the number of any visitor group will have a negative 
effect on local economy. The economic impect of ail other perk users would have s “slight 
positive effect on the area's economy”. Again, there is no data to support this conclusion. 


Our family has been coming the Rainy Lake area and National Park for over 20 years. 
We have always enjoyed and respected the Park's natural beauty and solitude. We are currently 
houseboat owners that drive 7.5 hours, as often as possible, in order to spend time in the Park. If the 
proposed Pian is adopted, our ability to access the Park will be greatly diminished. Please consider 
our comments and remove the restrictions related to housebosts in the proposed Pien or implement 
Alternate Plan #1. Thank you. 





Author: Victor Edmonds <victor@media berkeley.edu> at np--internet 

Date: 10/10/2000 2:39 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs National Park 

POP SPOS OO SSSA SSO SOSOS ODODE COS OSCR SCS Message Contents 

National Park Service: 

I may live far away, but I have visited Northern Minnesota twice and 
strongly support Alternative 2 of the Draft General Management Plan. That 
area is a unique treasure for all Americans and should be preserved for us 
and our children. 

Additionally in my experience snowmobiles destroy the outdoor experience 
for everyone within miles and should be kept out of the park. 

I realize it must be difficult for the NPS to balance the short term wishes 
of local residents against the long term values of the rest of the country. 
I wish you all the best in trying to come to something that is fair for all 
of us. 

Thank you, 

Victor Bdmonds 

740 Rose Drive 

Benicia, CA 94510 





Victor Edmonds 

Director, Media Services 
University of California, Berkeley 
$10-643-6636. fax $10-643-9221 
http: //media.berkeley .edu 
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Donald B. Eide 
4373 Canton Ct. 
Webster,MN 55088 
Aug. 14,2000 


Voyagers National Park 
General Management Plan 

3131 Highway 53 
International Palls, MN 56649 


Dear Sir, 

This is in regards to Seaplane activity in the 
Voygers Mational Park. 

I strongly oppose any change. 


As a Seaplane pilot I am in full support for 
Alterative 1. 


Other than the limited noise a seaplane makes 
@uring a 20 second take-off, they cause no other 
environmental impact. 


Sincerely, 


Ch 
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Author: Ken & Jo Elleworth <kenjoSecenet.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 11:57 AM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyagers National Park-General Management Plan 
watt ttt ttt n ener cer ewee wenn nnn nn eeee Message Contents 


I have the following comments concerning Voyagers National Park General 
Management Plan. 


I support GUP alternative one, continuing current management policy with 
the exception of the administrative PWC ban which should be lifted. 


I am strongly against GMP alternative 2 or further restrictions and 
registration in Voyagers National Park. 


I do not support « registration system. A registration system is the 
beginning of limiting uses and users in the park. 


I do mot support moving headquarters. This is s national park, the 
location of headquarters should not matter and would add unnecessary 
expense... 


I do not support banning snowmobile races. They use a very limited area 
for ome day at a time in a park established for motorized use. A 
snowmobile ban will most certainly follow. 


The status of as a national park and it's management would not 
be in question but for the restrictions, both current and future, 
imposed in the park by elite's who pass judgment on others and demand 
the park for their own use. We are all equally entitled to access our 
national resources. 


Kenneth Ellsworth 
49263 Alpine Ave i. 
Stanchfield, mi 55080 





ILL 





Author: "Sue and Wally Elton" <eb@vermontel.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/21/2000 5:05 PM 
Bormal 


TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 
Subject: GMP comments 


Dear Ms. Prsybylski: 


I am writing to comment on the proposed General] Management Plan for Voyageurs 
National Park. Please include my comments in the public record. 


I am fortunate to have been able to visit Voyageurs and to get out onto the 
waters and islands. It is a special place, and every effort should be made to 
maintain and enhance its wild qualities and the visitor experience. 


Piret, I support ‘Alternative 2,* which provides better environmental and 
resource protection for the park than the preferred alternative. In particular, 
I strongly support limiting the number of houseboats allowed in the park at any 
one time and developing « houseboat management plan that follows the GHP. I also 
endorse the proposal to keep floatplane use at its current level and I oppose 
permitting commercial floatplane use in the park, agree with the institution of 
a free permit system for overnight visitors in the park (there are dozens and 
dozens of ways into Voyageurs by boat and no central place to contact visitors) 
to help park managers gain better statistics on park usage, and urge you to end 
snowmobile racing in the park. This last activity is inappropriate in a national 
park and there is no shortage of places for this elsewhere on Minnesota's 15,000 
lakes. 


Finally, I urge the Bational Park Service to develop sore opportunities for 
non-motorized use, including more and better maintained hiking trails, and to end 
the lopsided balance in favor of motors. 


Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this important decision. I look 
forward to your response. 


Sincerely, 
Wallace M. Blton 


69 Sle Hill Street 
Springfield, Vermont 05156 
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sae $1 Blackstone Road #2 
wt North Adams, MA 01247 
October 14, 2000 


Dear Ms. Przybyiski: 

I am very disturbed to lermn that s small group of individuals has been 
instrumental in attempting to take National Park status sway from Voyageurs 

ional Park, an area where 92% of the park’s land is suitable for 
National Park, an an 

I strongly support the GMP’s “Alternative 2,’ which provides better 
environmental and resource protection for the park than the GMP’s preferred 
alternative. | think the number of houseboats that can be in the park should 
be limited, and a housebost management plan developed which follows the 
GMP. 

I endorse the proposal to keep floatplane use at its current level and | 
Oppose any move to allow commercial floatplane use in the perk. 

| strongly favor the institution of a free permit system for overnight 
visitors in the park to help park managers keep better statistics on park usage. 

There should be no snowmobile racing in the park. Such activity is 
inappropriate in a national park and there is no shortage of other areas where 
these races can be held on Minnesota’s 15,000 lakes. 

' ing park headquarters from International Falls in 
Koochiching County, « hotbed of hostility toward the perk and its 
management staff, south to Orr in St. Louis County which contains over 90% 
of the park and is closer to three of the four visitor centers. 

Finally, the National Park Service needs to develop more opportunities for 

on-motorizes use and end the lopsided balance in favor of motors. That's 


Sincerely, 
palit é Co 
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Secretary of Interior Babbitt 


Thank you for sending us 
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Mathor: “Jeff Erdoes* <fejistan@earthlink.net> sat np--internet 
Date: 09/15/2000 9:14 Pm 
Borwal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at HP-VOYA 
CC: fejistan@earthlink.net at MP-- INTEREST 


Voyageurs Bational Park 
3131 Highwey 5? 
International Palle, Mi 56649-89046 


Ms. Preybyiski. 
Thank you for accepting sy comments on the General Manegement Plan for 


Driving ebuses increase es aachines qultiply in number 
3features’ of high performance snowmobiles enable neg) 
insanely Gestructive eat the twist of « wrist. 


If driving were to be confined and well controlled, BPs and noise greatly 
restrained, and low pollution exclusively used, snowmobile use would 
be lees inimical to the genius @ Mational Park. Only under those 
conditions might consideration reasonably be given to sllowing snownobile use 
in BPS unite. 


Second, 
among the offered alternatives, Alternetive 2 is ay choice because it offers 
@oet coverell protection for resources. 


Thank you agein for your efforts, 
Jeffrey C. Erdces 


1015 Jeanell Drive 
Careon City, BY 69703 








\Vovagew \ahonal Park 

General \lanagemen Ilan 

303) iiaghway 53 

imcrnahonal | alls Vin $6649-8904 Wwe 28. aoe 
Kathiven. 


1 a 2 houschost owner operator am convened about a few ieucs that hav. boon 
reovcath brought to m aticnhon Some of th: now rules that vow would Hike b) put mito 
offout mm the park are very alarmang ) me 


| underiand from few park officials that th. reason for cain pormaticd would be 
dx ument th numb: of park wor and that the. frpure would bo usd thy. 


I don't scx the need to change anything wm the park. If vou are looking for stats vou 
can get an accuraly bead Count on th. rental housboai rental from the howschuat rental 
compan. The privet houschoats vou can get a preth good idea df you take sll of thom 
and ten.s > plus 2 1 for gucsts and that would gn. vou a hagh end figur. on there usay. 
| that would be 1) davs per hoal por scason.| hes figure would be accurak enough for 
appropnathons necded I hooks the there are about 75 pr sic howschasts wany the park 
The sumer of private slaps arc lenutcd and controlled the DNK of Minnesota and 
soving the number of shps are regulated. the mumbo of pr ate housechuats ane rovulat 


\ qumbat of ( anadsan land owners are alo very comccrned about how thes: futur. 
tubes will cfloct thom. as they haw to access thar homes by pawang through th. part 
property i hew concer come from alrcady stopping them trom passang through the park 
waters to got to thon homes on a currenth rogstered water crati called a et hi bs thy 
government going to control the type of car we deve on the federal haghwan costco ton 
Thes have expressed to me that they are wormed. Maybe the nevi thing that will be bmited 
will be the motorhoats that tha diy to thew houses and that there might be some of the 
old boarder « atct treaties hemoen (Canada and the US that should he Jookod inte hon 
The people there say that the bivun from Cuba thing maghe scom the a mild modont. 


The foBowang thangs wil havc to be changed regardless of sour decron. 


1 The defietion of houseboats wil have to he changed. Nhe way a roads new | 
can make a canox a howeboal putting m a cot and a portapomy. Vil the cult call 
would be Classfied 2 houseboat | fect that these Np. of boats should be usang the tent 
tx I rwe houschoats dunt aved a tent ete and will do fine im the houwboat aics and 
nondemynated wict |} bouscbuoat permet for them wil not 4 ork 


2. Day use should be Buminated from all but the “dav wc” sites. | enter and 
houwhoaton alk. are looking lor then atcs and do ant Lao if the poopke thon. are din 
wets of permanent’ and ax a result. spond time and late hours trying to find a site to stay 
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a The 4pm tame gets prety dark mn the cariy and latc scawon campers. and alter dark. tn 
dangeroes oul on thos bakes A the pont a scoms Hike 2 alich a. 


ts 
3 GSE arc to tne uscd. there should mut the 2 charge fia them and that. shoal 
bem wring = hat afl cvssting Prvatc | lowschoats should be “CU irandfatha” m on the 
program and capped. = [he Rental | louschoal Lompanics arc anh owned by 2 poop: cach 
with a mam of ¥) Houseboats to onc compam owned by mo poopk Win should tho 
be allowed ) and 2 private owners can't be allowed onc houschoat’? Ths wou bike 2 
decrmension |) me 


40 Ai nondoagnated stics must bo made available as most pr atc boats uw thom 
to houp the beted ume avadatke for rontal boats. | Theos are fet amc wren for the moms 
part} 


5. Recaunc of lack of houschost tes ousting rock fire rings must be retained for 
usc. to fulfill the outdoor exyperemc. Soom bike people will he using no fire rng and thai 
an cNpeang ning & betict then none, 


6. The 200 vard rule that sm the rules now should be changed to read 200 v ard 
along the shore bine and net bas of radiuw The | 4 mic line of ite should bk 200 v ard ling 
of sqght It thew arc net Changed then most of the ousting nondougnated sic. will be 
Pumunated [abou WP a}, 


| observed an July 29. 200 that a day wer. on NY. keft trash and toilet paper m the 
woods behund some bushes. Another time on June 2 there was a “day wer” on 
Mig Manmas Ist Wo site and the same thing there The Hlowschoatcrs that used that wie mou 
peed up the garbage but not the foves in the woods. I have won at bead ) other “din 
users” un both tent wics  howschoat wies and nondcagnatcd sics that | dad net Chock alot 
thom. but would beheve | would find some more of the same. [he would onh by a anal 
amount of the total day ues There are prohabh some that will pack up aller themech o 
bat net al will | noticed that must will cay at beast until 4 PAI and sometimes much btcr 
and they would be gone before dark | am on the lake from mornung until nad [and may 
fms was alter dark) because of m job and | we allot of things Hike thin, | hon are alka 
of fot neues | will addr later 
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\ evageur Nahonal Park 
(icneral Management Han - o4 
313) Lhghway Sintcratonal Halk Mm 56649-8904 


hathbeon: 


Lam a Howswbeat owner and | am concemed about these pew Regulatons my cur 
Proposed plan. 

| objet to having on 10 prrvaic howechoal pormsts por han m our park | hb. 
¥a sour procnt dcfeupan of what a houwboat w there well be allot of howsechosts n th. 
park af onc tne: pub) m exces of 50 or more po has af ams one me. So veut 
dcfimmon must bc changod and | fool @ should read bhe thes. Hf vou can walk upnghi trom 
stem to Niern. and has a tull gal and @ has a bedroom and a full bathroom wath a 
blackwater hokdmg tank of 1S or more gallons and a trosh w ater tank. 

Vt de proacat ome we have ¥0) or more pm akc houschosts on the Rain wd. snd 
¥) on the Namahan ade too ft sccm ends fas that if the Comenctual boats have th night 
ty be permutiod we should al have the warn nghts and should be grien a vcarh port oF 
betict Vc 2 purmanent permt with wut ofl that no mon be alowed from comew im and thr. 
would definitely lank am mon and if the yearh thing comes mio plas | can foresee mans 
fun vomung inte play am the futur Vest pr atc houschaats hav. 2 lane number oi 
veators that ako crgoy the park. Some howehoats are cow ned by as mam as § couph 
and some have boon on these waters for over 20 vears = There have boon mam times that 
over 10 catty Calan hagts have been am thy park at one tame and wm that case what happens 
to the rcal houschoats” 

| would ako the to know why we avd Dike trath m a wilderness park ana’ bent 
the: 2 conflict of wildernes<” and wh arc more roads on thy agenda! [the « a wikhorness 
but # won't be if this & allowed to go through | Why are there docks af tent ies the & net 
a wilderness, why are there treated fimmbers at these tent ates” Vou want a wilderness park 
but you put @ modem tont sites that tick out the a sore thumb. hop ver unwtting to m 
to sce thus happen here at \ vapours Park Vow now soc retaining rock arcas with rocks 
that ary nut natn, to the arca and treated umbyt awcascs at 2 tent ates. Boy p this a 
natural lowk We fool that thes arca should stay prosicn without man mad. things 

Taleo foot that day -use sited are the un sites that should be sucd tor day -we 
Housebuat sites dent have todets and the woods ms used as a result, | have ako nothod 
that purt-a-putty bags of waste m the woods af \anous times and have soon a uilboat dummy 
he waste avo 2 sRaM arca on th lake 

| feel that pevatc houseboats arc stew ards of the park and we all cryo. tw much 
We take oflumm when we are accused of things wrongh 

1 don't wx a need to morcam usage of lent usage the wan the proposed plan will 
approach “proflems” that don’! coved in thes pari. 


Nn sorely . Lacon 
Rom bn ¥ 
Peo Bey 2 
Oem ; 
cotton of MN. Senators off. . Repesentves off. Vow Nat Pak 
ss72s 
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Author: Sarbare West et HP-VOYA 
Dete: 06/06/2000 12:15 Px 
wores. 





Bricsson <dericsson@bunt ington edu> eat op--internet 
Date: 06/01/2000 6:33 AN 


Re: June 2000 draft General Manegement Plan (G4P) and Environmental leapect 
Statement (EIS) for Voyageurs National Park 


I commend you for the eaphasis on the natural resource values of VHP. 
Thoreau remarked a century and a half ago “In wildness is the preservsetion 
of the world.” I think that is still true, and your concern for the 
natural resources is quite important. 


Most important in this alternative is the ban on flostplanes and the 
issuance of no-wake areas on the big lakes. Having non-motorized sreas in 
Voyegeurs is very important for the long tere health of the park's natural 
resources and as 4 geans to accommodating « wide variety of visitors. I 

t 

I 


raile end would in particular appreciate « 


sleo, or et least severly restricted. Safety 
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: 
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2106 Adirondack 
Duluth, Minnesota $5611 
October 18, 2000 
Barbara West, Supt. 
Voyageurs National Park 
3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, Minnesota S664? 
Dear Me. West: 


Just @ note to let you know I am definitely for Alternative 


managing 
#2 for[Voyageurs Wational Park. 

Please ben the use of floatplanes on the park's big lakes. 
Also, please ban the use of snowmobiles in the park. Not only 


would it be safer for everyone, but it would keep the park in a sore 


natural and cleaner state. 


Sincerely, 


Se 


Irene Ferrario 
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October 15, 2000 


ry 


Kathices Prey byiski CMP Coordanstor , “4 
3131 Hwy. 53 
internevona! + alin MN Shedd 


Dest Ms. Prrybytaia, 


With respect wo the new Cencral Management Plan | seaport alternsuve 62 in 
general | favor grester restru vores on the une of motor veha tes withen the perk. 
and more oppurtureurs bor those who would lhe to quuetty and seleiy eng Une 
perk’s netural and were vaiwes Motwnzed recreevon can be exyoyed wn many 
places throug howl the siete. wherces there are relauvely few pieces where poopie 
an quactly erguy wilde ami nature & 1( casted before the cra of setilement om 
motonsed Warespurtstun. 

| levor keepung (loetplame use et the current bevel 

| tevor an em lo snowmobile racag wittwn the park | bebseve Uns acuvity mov 
(auee water pollution (fuel spills, etc), = disruptive to other users of the park 
and more appropraicly should take plece in arees cumede Ute park 


| support mowing Une park heedquerters to Orr in St. Louis ( county. closer to the 
mapurity of perk vestor centers. 


| tevor a hardt om the number of housebasts im the perk of Une «mer time. and « 
maregement plan for housebost use in the pert 
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Visitor C ) 


Help make Voyageurs National Park 2 safe and enjoyable place to . 

visit. Give us your ideas! How was your visit? Please let us hear 
your concerns, criticisms, or appreciation. Although we cannot - 
respond individually to every comment, please be assured that cacit 
ens bs cond end puted he rc person(s). = 


| ; 
4 a &-. a. A A. | * a Made. wh 


“asd ia 7, de ke t 
le Sanath leuk Leamghnanted 


LLpe 2a) Rion pith Mh of the 
RO PO Ie fa Aertel 
; fecha sialay 28 


i 

















































or 
- 





Kivc s\¢ 








79E 
Z aWNTOA 


SASNOdSIY ANV SLNIWNOD 











Author: ‘Amy Jo Pisher* <emyjo@ariaready.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/22/2000 2:08 PM 


TO: Kathleen Prsybylski at NP-VOYA 
Subiect: Proposed Plan 


king ing 
t mainly the east end of the lake since 1972. We 
have both gained our appreciation of the wilderness and it's wonder through our 


experiences on Rainy Lake. 

We no longer live in the Palls, but Steve's family owns a howe on Gold Shores 
and we spend a sinimus of two weekends a aonth there, round. We would 
venture a guess there are not many people who love that lake more than we do 
We would also venture a guess that we KNOW the lake as well as anyone. 

We are 


a 
é 
i 
5° 
E 
! 
! 
| 
; 
; 
H 


Our plea to the NPS is to reconsider -he number of houseboats allowed per basin 
as proposed in the Plan. The numbers stated in the Plan limit economic growth, 
and recreation growth. 


you for your consideration. 
Amy Jo Praybille Fisher and Steve Fisher 


Amy-Jo Przybilla Fisher 
Director of TeleServices 
amyjo@ariaready .com 
(218) 728-2870 Direct 
(218) 725-2560 Pax 


Author: Karl Florine <kauaikarlemindspring.com> at np--internet 

Date: 09/13/2000 12:10 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: seaplane access 

wane eee e nnn nn ne een nee e ence eceeeee- Message Contents 

Please do not exclude seaplane access to Voyagers National Park. I love 


Sincerely, 
Karl J. Florine 
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canoes too but the move to exclude seaplanes is extremely short-sighted... 
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Author: WG Preutechy <hgfreutschy@esa.org> at np--internet 
Date: 06/22/2000 3:30 Pm 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyiski et BP-VOYA 
CC: ‘@xreg Merrick’ <gherrickermisp.com> at MP-- INTERNET 
Subject: Seaplane Ops in Voyagers State Park 


 maenwenand hes 0 sasstenies quexp io teying te linit cesplens epesetions 
within Voyagers Bational Park. " 
Seaplane operations provide for minimal impact upon the environment and are 
tar less intrusive than other motor vehicle operations. 

I believe that seaplane operations should be allowed to continue as they do 
now, without additional restrictions. 


Sincerely, 


Menry G. Praut 

Sxecutive Director, Vintage Aircraft Association 
Bditor, Vintage Airplane 

Senior Bditor, Sport Aviation 
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Muthor: “Tomy Preiman* <TFreiman@egreus.com> set np--internet 
Date: 07/22/2000 3:15 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs BIS Report 


Thank you for 
Report . 


I do have a comment on the use of motorised watercraft and floatplanes on 
selected interior lakes. The proposed action would allow continuance of these 
actions on Locator, War Club, Quill end Loiten Lakes. 


sending me a copy of the Environmental Impact Statement 
I found it to be well written and easy to follow. 


I believe the Alternative 2 restricting summer motorized use on these four 
interior lakes would allow visitors seeking a remote setting that opportunity. 
However, I believe that the snownobile trail through these four interior lakes 
can be continued. The other aspects of the Proposed Action for the interior 
lake's Water Management Areas, including providing non motorized boats at a fee 
will be a great service to the visitors. 


I agree with the rest of the Proposed Action in the report. I believe these 
in the management of the Park will provide the goal of a balance of 
access and resource protection. 


Tony J. Freiman, P.8. 
Senior Engineer 
Phone (602) 272-6848 
Pax (602) 272-7239 
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Author: Ci80PPOcs.com at op--internet 
Date: 08/13/2000 11:43 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

CC: sleguilémen.com at MP-- INTERNET 

Subject: Seaplane flight over the Voyagers National Park 
wate nner meee een were ner en seen nnn Message Contents 


I very rarely write to voice ay opinion matters that affect me 
SSETAaS S SEUGD CSaE CUNEERD CES WEED CED | Cie Cause. OHS CEN CntED 


In thie case, however, I feel compelled to voice ay opinion that the 
restriction of float plane activity in Voyagers Netional Park is absolutely 
unnecessary. 


Call it a self serving interest if you wish (since I am a float plane pilot), 
but I feel that there is sufficient wilderness from airplane use 
already. Voyagers enjoys « healthy reputation by the mere fact that it is 
accessible to many people with power boats and seaplanes, rather than 
restrictions that limit the access to the park. 


I thisk you will find that most seaplane operators are very safety criented, 
and if necessary, would abide by safe practices or guidelines if there were 
specific problem sreas that needed to be addressed. However, to place 
blanket restrictions on their use is unnecessary and may, in fact, be more 
basardous to seaplane operations by restricting airspace and operations to 
@ore confined areas. 


Please consider ay plea for restraint and allow full and unrestricted use to 
seaplane operators as the law provides now. 


Thank you for your consideration of ay views. 
Sincerely, 
Timothy P. Freund 
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Author: MProme@eol.com at np--internet 
Date: 08/14/2000 7:13 Pm 
Wormal 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: (no subject) 


MICHABL FROME, Ph.D. 
1303 Bonanza Way 
Bellingham, WA 98226 
360-676-7124 

Mf rome@ac!] . com 


August 16, 2000 


Voyageurs National Park 

General Management Plar 
International Palls, Mi 56649 
Dear Voyageurs : 


Thank you sending the Draft management plan/eis and visitor use and facility 
plan. 


I strongly favor Alternative 2, which emphasizes preservation of natur:) and 
cultural resources while providing visitor opportunities for solitude and 
quiet in an undisturbed setting. I believe this is most compatible with the 
park purpose and significance. It will preserve the timeless beauty of woods, 
rocks, water and sky and at the same time enable visitors to experience and 
understand the treasured landscape, with its forests, islands, wetlands and 
wildlife. 


I note that under Alternative 2 visitors would be required to plan well in 
advance in order to stay in the park during peak periods. But 


visitors should always be to plan in eévance for season. We 


any 
need to recognise that national perks ere not meant for instant gratification. 


T am gled to mote that Alternative 2 allows the fewest houseboat persits, 
Gesignates no-wake sones, eliminates commercial floatplane use private plane 
use on all interior lakes except Mukooda. That makes good sense and I hope 
you will make it work. 


The plen reflects serious ay ané effort by the park staff, which merit 
commendation and eppreciation 


with best wishes, 
Michee] Prome 
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Author: denn tuller <eé0n@mine net> et np--internet 
Date: 06/23/2000 7:50 am 


Stat 
6-24-00 
I have property near VEP. I do not heve ay heed in the sand as far as 
the daily news and current effaeirse. I read the daily papers and wetch 
the local news on TV. 
I wes surprised to learn about the big plans that ere proposed for VEP 
I received a copy of the *Plan* book just « week or so ego and skiamed 
through it. 
I heve tried to think of some long drewn cut dissertation for ay comment 
and choee to make it short and to the point: 
1. Keep the locale in sind! 
-Do not charge fees 
-Do not limit the number of private (housebosts and cruisers) bosetes 
-Remember that thie is « gotorised park. Oo not confuse VeP with the 
BECA 
Thank you, 
Donn Puller 
POR 61 
Ranier, @ 546668 
216-206-3495 















Qyag » fe on 
teste 4000 femme en BLA, 
Canton 
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—_ teed anneal 
We veaptene pliots need to voice our opinion . 
wumediately and i numbers. Our comment pertod 
Geadiine w 2rd 
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I ew sere then concerned on the course in which the NPS ics 
plenning te teke. As @ privete houseboet owner docking on. 
the Ash River, 1 just recently becese evere of the proposed 
ectiens, not through the Perk Service, but through vord of: - 
wouth emeng other privete hevsebcet owners, who like eyself, 
ere quite worried ebout the future of our investeents. 7 
After reeding the dreft, I could see the NPS hese sede no 

Count the privete housebosets on either besin, or 
fer their cossents. To se, lisiting 


HA 
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include slieceting the tise to seke such « 
which te se shovld heve been @ cruciel fecter if « 
inte effect. There hee been no 


ie. 
oH, 
Lier 
pecs 


rigere of tenting ovtdoors. 


It ie unfeir te terget the privete houseboet es the prise 
@ource ef ell the congestion, pollution (beth eir end veter) 
4 


t 
E 
i 
: 
: 


if 
é 
; 
; 


ilities on boerd and by 
te dedinition ere clessified heveebeets. Who is 
4 on the 


I heve been coning to this sree since 1966 end heve enjoyed 
complete freedoe of use the sree hes te offer. I've used 
and hoveeboet industry. 1 
heve ceeped countiess tises beth free es cence end iree e 
soterboet. I purchesed @ privete houseboset, which vee 





bb 





elready in the park, because I wes no longer physicelly ebie 
te cesp ovt, end I still wented to enjoy the freedos and 
beeuty the Voyegeure hes to offer. To be denied thie right 
will euvrely be devesteting for not only syself, but others 
like ee. Hyeelf end Houseboat Aesocisetion to which I belong, 
feel ve do heve @e vested interest in the Voyegeure and sre se 
euch, if not sore, « pert of the perk es eny other veer 
group. 


I would like te offer soue ruggestions, even though I feel 
this will heve little significence on the course in which the 
MPS ie deteruined to teke. 


1.) Be lisit on pereite grented privete housebosts siresdy 
slipped in the Park. 

(2.) Require en ennvel pess end nusber registretion for eli 
privete hoveeboetes elreedy persenentiy slipped in the Perk. 
Assign @ nueber, visible froe sowe distence, to be displayed 
em the beck of each boat. This vould help in {future 
identificetion, enforcesent end reseerch. 

‘3.)> Require thet ell new privete houseboets, prior to 
treneportetion to the eres, seet Perk epprovel before en 
enanvuel pees is grented. If to lisit the nueber of privete 
hovseboets is the Perks intention, thie vould be one way to 
keep the nuebers in check. 

(4.) If vievel domination (pege 1-155) is of euch greet 
concern te the Perk, then it should be required of sii 
Coseerciel houseboats, es concessionsires to the Park, be 
peinted e nevtrel color thet will correspond te the 
predosinent lendecepe, thus, froe e distence, disinishing the 
vievel iepect. This sey not be es ivdicrovs es it sy seee 
Since sey erees in Hinnesots heve edopted euch en ides to 
existing end future leke dvellinge. 

‘S.> Require ell beets, vith shower and kitchen facilities, 
te centein oll grey water for leter reeovel. Also require 
ell houseboet conceesicneires to offer the privete hovee- 
boeter puaping fecilities et « feir cost. 


Im closing, I would like to edd thet houseboeting ie not en 
inmeupensive pestise. On the everege I spend aepproxisetely 
63560 ennvelly on both goods end services in the sree. 
Multiply thie tisee 38 houseboets in the Nevesken Basin end 
you cen eee ve do seke « substentiel iepect on the serees 


econoey. 
Theak you PA 
jf" i 


7 6A Peme 


John Gersich 
2508 4th Ave Vest c 
Hibbing, NB 55746 ec.” 


~ 
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Individuals 








Dorothy 6 Gibbs <owlenest40@junc.com> «et np--internet 
-VOYA 
Park 


10/10/2000 11:48 PH 


Author : 
Date: 


*$ 


‘A it 


or your consideration. Dorothy &. Gibbs, 1240 Devil's Guich &d., 


t 
Park CO 60517-9500. 








Dorothy 8 Gibbe <owlenest<4¢6@junc.com at 


09/18/2000 1:31 An 


Betes Perk CO 80517 
970-586-4092 


1240 Devil 


Cordially, Sa ae Seep Gibbe 


Thank you for your consideration, 


+ di 


1 
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Dear Ma Prrvbvid 


| would like to cormmernt on you propossd general ramagement plus for V cyagews 
Natl Park. 


We presently owt and operate o prrvate houseboat m the VNP whach we keep at 
Northernmre Hounrhnets Over the laa |) veers we hove hed 2 howerhnats and » 22 fro 
cuddly cohen etyte hnet whach sey 4 


Both srytes of boat would meet you curves! defimstine of  hovsrbost sthough there 
a bag difference of how they are uned m the part Wah the cuddy we had in) hove 8 dinct 
to get to shore or to sleep m the boat Ow expenence wes thet docks were very hard to 
pet and wmenly taken a there are mnt to many m the Rew | ake ares of the VNP The 
part expermace does aot eccommmodate thus styte of boat well We heve heard thes samt 
Gumatudactinn exprenned from other cuddy wenen 


So $ years ago we wem back to houssbostmg Ow presem bost = 2 197) 48 foot 
Roetel poranne avie hnet whack was once e Northernmre revial hnet Our 


reruert at og 
expermance hes been extremsly expoyebie Rasy | ake and the VNP © very accomodating 
to houseboats. 


| woutd aoe like to address 4 meen poets of your proposa) concerumg houseboat 
wnage & the VNP | will try to keep things brief and to the powe. 


#1. 
Your defininon of s housrboet hes to he reworked ass cahen creer crs sadiboe! car 


ant preseethy use demgasted bowseboe! ses, mor would thry ward to os thry roquat 8 
dnct cw deep water thr 0 ales teri 


isa 

Rear | abe Hounehnets curvesthy has 20 reven/ hnets and Northernewe hee 17 You 
alow them to have SO each @ you pian There aay be more. but | kmow of 28 prrvenety 
owned and operated hounshnats on Rasy | ake Vous propoen) wants in bev 1 tn onby 10 
the part of o tene for overmght use if! understand @ correctly 
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Tims = rather bistart ducremmutioe towerd the inca’ peop who ive here and love ths 
grea | perennady moved here fron Des Momes lows om 1979 hecaune of rv inve fw the 
wee 


| doe"! understand bow you car mstily allowing the remia housrbost operators 10 
retam thew present teve! of operates wath mom to expand (wach | an nt ages) And 


yet curtad prrvese owners by approxemsicty 65% | wouh! like to now your reasonmg and 
cener of fawnes concerning the 


#3. 
Vowr propnaal of 2 howarhnets per deugnated ate and requremen of uung dewgnased 
ames only cancels out the ‘eam reason mos! peopir come here---privecy and solitude And 
creates a pervert) to pet people and equawmert 7 danger es man; of ww drugrmed 
mousrbost sees ere susceptibi: to wend and pounding weves We hove of experncaced how 
quacth ews can ewach and swrener on Rasy | abe 


ae 

Yow propel of contamrang grey weter abn decrenmate: agaeed howerhne: veers 
Hew you banned tess campers or cab owners from bathung © Ramzy | ake of wastang 
Unew duthes” | dine’! ese where vou can requee hnvarhnets to conta grey water hat no 
others using the part. In my opmmon houseboats are the most covwoamertaly fheadly 
method eveiahte in exnenecace the md of whet Rasy | she hee to offer, 


A! fra Wok @ appears yow proposals were based on mwufficiert research or 
vwrderanndung of what hounrhnaring on Rasy | she w ahs and the umber of ince! 
ownen of prwvete boats | support the part making prudem inag terme decamons 
the weer uae of the Voyageur rewurce | hope you wil hater to and wort wath the rental 
operator and prvvetr owner to keep housrbosting a @3 Current evel withou! restrxctwe 
of use and expand and deveinn more ates for howerhnats tent camper. and cuddy/crumrr 
styte boats that esed e dock Incheding sadboats wach could use deep water protected 
anchor sftes. 


That you for the great expenence we asvemly aow eqoy houssbostimg on Rasy 
Late And for the work the pert eaaff hes done over the years to build the fervenre on 


Raw | ake we howe few unge 
re 
Vk 
pln 
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Dave GOLDBERG 


0076 Pile: Trak Huy. - Datsth. MM S581 
218-729-8001 


August 11, 2000 


Kathleen Przybyiski 

Voyagers National Park 
General Managemen Plan 
3131 Highway $3 
International Falls, MN $6649 


Dear Ms. Przybyiski: 
I recently learned of an effort to close Voyagers National Park to all seaplane activity. 


Any change to existing regulations just doesn’t make any sense. In fact, it has potentially far 
reaching negatives. 


Closing this area to overflights below 4,000 feet would impact wheel, ski, and float flights 
into a narrow corridor over Crane Lake and Sand Point - a very unsafe » tustion where there is no 


air traffic control. 


I've talked with people who live in the Voyagers Park area and they have no problem with 


the small amount of air traffic that currently flies over and around them. Why a small group of 
people try to force their will over the majority doesn't set well with me or the rest of the silent 


Please use your influence to leave well enough alone. Where does all this misguided effort 


to restrict individual rights end? I'm hoping that a “no change” position prevails. 
Sincerely, 


[hk (Pelt 


Dave Goldberg 
5818 N. Pike Lake Road 
Duhith MN $5811 


Speciniizing in eames! er cnmadiing Seretcn w the Mnnufectured Rewsing Industry 
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Author: “Steve Goodwin* <lightroom@swpub.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/11/2000 9:19 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 

Subje<t: Voyageurs 


As a Voyageurs Nat'l Park user I would like to comment on a future 
management plan. I support Alternative 2 in the Draft General Management 
Plan. 

I would like to see a minimum impact usage of the park, that means limited 
use of motors, snowmobiles and float-planes. I would like to see a Wildrness 
Area established in part of the park, perhaps the Kabetogama Peninsula. My 
last comment is that this is a National Park, not a recreation area. There 
are plenty of opportunities elsewhere with no restrictions in this land of 
10,000 lakes+. I would use caution in letting a local constituency force 
their demands of unregulated usage on the Park Service, just because they 
happen to live in the area doesn't mean that they reserve the right to 
manage the Park. It is a National Park, it is supported by federal taxpayer 
funds, not Koochiching county taxpayer dollars. There voices should be heard 
but should not drown out mine. 


Steve Goodwin 
2531 Onyx Dr 
Shakopee, Mi 55379 
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Author: rwgravese@mm.com at np-- internet 
Date: 10/17/2000 4:19 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Comments on Voyageurs National Park draft General Management 
Hote eee e nee ee wen weweeen newness sew eses Message Contents 


Barbara West, Superintendent, Voyageurs Mational Park: 


I wish to comment on the June 2000 draft GaP for Voyageurs National Park. This 
is @ positive step towards protection of the park's natural resources. 

My family and I have visited the park in a motorized boat as well as paddle 
cances. Both modes of travel have provided wonderful trips for my family. As a 
sometimes motorboat user, I realize the importance of limiting noise, pollution, 
and protecting wildlife. Por these reasons, I have @ new type of 
2-cycle engine (direct fuel injection) that is half the noise and half the 
pollution of « standard 2-cycle engine. This illustrates the value I place on 
preserving the character of Voyageurs. 


Por these reasons and for my belief in protecting and preserving wildlife in 
Voyageurs, I believe that Alternative 2 is the best alternative to provide «a 
balance between motorised ant non-motorised interests. Very important in 
Alternative 2 is the ban on floatplenes and issuance of no-wake ereas on the 
park's big lakes. Providing non-motorised areas in Voyageurs is crucial to 
preserve the park's natura) resources and still accommodate ea variety of 
visitors. In ed@ditios, I support your recommended foot traile and ask that you 
edd a trail to Shoepack Lake. 


Regarding snowmobiles, I aleo recommend snowmobiles in Voyageurs to 
preserve the natural area without hare to wildlife, low noise, and prevent 
pollution from enowsobile sources. Por instance, removing the Chain of Lakes 
trail on the Kabetogems Peninsula should be a priority of the GP. 


Thank you for your consideration to ay comments. 
Sincerely, 


Robert Graves 
1420 Wild Ridge Trai) 
Bewport, @ 55055 
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Author: “Gray; Benjamin" <benjamin.gray@dmps .ki2.ia.us> at np--internet 
Date: 09/16/2000 9:23 AM 
Normal 
TO: Kathleen Praybylski at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs NP General Management Plan (Public Comment) 
mmo r ewer ene ees er er ene werweenn nnn enan- Message Contents 
Ms. Kathleen Praybilski 
rs National Park 
3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, Mi 56649-8904 


Dear Ms. Przybyleki: 


I am writing in regards to the General Management Plan for Voyageurs 
Mational Park. I consider myself lucky to have had the opportunity to 
experience the park first-hand; however, my concerns are not based on how a 
management plan may affect me personally, but on managing the park resources 
in the most responsible way for all users (current end future)-- beginning 
with wildlife. 


As a result, I am very pleased with the park's ban on use of Personal 
Watercraft. I realise that this is old news, so to speak, but I wish to 
voice my opinion that the management plan conclusively re-affire this ban. 


In addition, 1 am troubled by the use of snownobiles. While I realize that 
snownobiles are an increasingly popular recreational use of the park, I 
Gon't believe that the benefite outweigh the cost to the environment and 
wildlife. Snowmobiles are somewhat similar to personal watercraft in their 
pollution-- noise which disturbs wildlife and other park users and unspent 
fuel. As @ result, while I am not opposed to snowmobiles in general, I do 
mot feel that they should be allowed in wilderness areas. I believe that 
there are plenty of other areas where the land has slready been disturbed or 
loped where snowmobiles can be used without further damaging 
irreplacable wilderness. 


3 


Finally, I quest express ay ignorance regarding use of floatplanes. it is 
not clear to me what the benefit of sllowing use of airplanes in the park 
; 1 I can imagine is that this would fecilitate eccess to remote 
areas of the park, and, again, I do not believe that a responsible 
Pp easy access to the wilderness. As a 
t, ie my belief that floatplanes, if used in the park, should be 
limited to rescue crews. I believe that there are many other, sore 
users to enjoy the park in ways which will be less 
to park and ite inhabitants and which will not impair the 
enjcyment of more treditional users of the park. Hiking, canoeing, 
» and even motor boating ere already available. These uses should 
suffice for anyone desiring « wilderness experience. 
t 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on public use of the park; it is an 
honor and « privilege to participate in this process. I would appreciate 
any information you could provide regarding decisions which sre sade, other 
iseves to be considered, and/or where to obtain this information. 


Benjamin 
2004 Brattleboro Avenue 


Apartment ¢ 
Des Moines, IA $0311-4043 
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-— 1754 Old North Shore Rd. 
Duhath, Man 55804 
September 19, 2000 
Voyageurs Natioaal Park 
3131 Highway $3 
International Falls, MN 56649 
Dear Sas: 


These are my comments on the Voyageurs National Park's General Management 
Ptan/Eavircamental Impact Statement and V witor Use and Facilities Plan. 


] support the Proposed Actioe and make additional comments on the pomts below. 


e Fwe Management - revisioa of the Wildland Fire Management Plan should be 
dons to restore fire to its place im the ecogystern. Unices that s done the 
ecological systems will not be m a natural state since fire is part of the disturbance 
cycte im thas sub-boreal forest. 

e Visisor Use and Facilities - parkwide management. |t is reascasbie to undertake 
necessary stedies to deteraume use, Visitor experiences and resource monioring. 
There is no other accurate way to determme use besides 8 perma system (n0- fee 
at the beginning of the feasibility study). Entrance fees and permits are common 
requirements of both aatiocanl and state parks, or amy other recreational activity for 
that matter where resource impact or visitor satisfaction is an asec. 

© Overmght houseboat use - a permit system with a cap is reasonable for thes 
activity. The ratio of commercial to private should be reexamined df study whows 
the: use patteres warrant @ 

¢ Day and overnight use sites - inuiting the mumber of sites and verying the density 
of ses by differen lnkeshore areas will provide for a variety of user experiences. 
Tabie 3 shows 2 good mm of site capacties also. 

e Trails - more summer hiking trails, including shorter imerpretive trails would 
expand ths vuitor use opportunities. 

e [uterpretation end education - mcreasing these activities is maporten. Care 
should be taken that afl materials are accurate and represent the best knowtedge 
eveiilabls. Review by outside experts would ensure the best products. There are 
many experts and good mformstioa evedable outmde the National Park Systern 
that should be utilimed. 


li 
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Author: Julie <jgregoiréd.umm.edu> at np--internet 
Date: 10/22/2000 10:37 PM 

Worms. 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs is a MATIOMAL Park 


Hello, 
I am writing to comment on the General Management Plan for Voyageurs 
Mational Park. One thing that I think is often overlooked in this 
discussion is the fact that Voyageurs is «a MATIOMAL Park. Someone from 
Bemidji has no more ownership and should have no mere say in its GMP 
than me here in Duluth. And no one in Duluth should have any more say 
in how Voyageurs is than someone in Plorida, Maine, or Arizona. 
I cannot believe some of the horrible, illogical, thoughtless arguments 
I hear about consulting locals, etc. They can have their city and 
county parks any way they like them. When it comes to Voyageurs, it is 
@ MATIOMAL issue!!!i!!! Please also keep in wind that motorized use is 
BAMNED in other National Parke. with these things in mind, I would like 
to offer ay support for GMP alternative 82, with some additions. 
I support limiting the number of houseboats in the park at any one time. 
I support keeping floatplane use the same and opposing any commercial 
use 


I support the use of a free permit systes, which will help determine 
more acurate numbers on park usage. 

I support and END TO SHOWNOBILE RACING IN THE PARK!!!! 

I support the issuance of no-wake sones on the park's big lakes. 

I support REMOVING the Chain of Lekes trail from the Kabetogems 


| 


headquarters from International Falls in 

. Louis County which contains over 90% of 
3 of the 4 park visitor centers. 

I support the development of gore opportunities for BON-MOTORIZED use! 

There is currently a favor for motorised use at Voyageurs. Please 


: 
4 
- 


i 
i 
i 
8 


I know that Voyageur's GaP is a heated issue. There is no way that 
everyone will be pleased. Sut please act in a way that offers the best 
protection for our park and for visitors to enjoy it's beauty. Thank 


216-724-6312 
jgregoired.wan.edu 
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Att: 


3688 COUNTY ROAD 12) ts 
INTERNATIONAL FALLS, MN. $6449.) . , © iS 
AUGUST 11, 2000 


Kathleen Przybylski 


Voyageurs National Park 


General Management Plan 
3131 Hwy. 53 
International Falls, MN. 56649 


Dear “sa. Peeybylski, = 
Il offer the following comments for the General Management Plan: <2 
1. There is need for an overflow parking lot at the tn 


incerely, 


Visitor's Center on Black Bay of Rainy Lake. There have 
been severa)] times this susaer when there is only one vacant 
parking spot in this lot at 9:00 P.M. on a Friday night. 

The weekend is e.en worse. Vehicles and trailers are parked 
everywhere. This may be due to Rainy Lake cabin owners 
parking here for the entire sweckend. It say become 
necessary in the future to only allow day use visitors to 
park in the gain lot and have an overflow lot for vehicles 
that will be left there several days. You may even find in 
the future that there is such demand for parking that « 
permit of $3 to 85 per day eust be charged for parking. 
Single vehicles shoul: not be allowed to occupy spots in the 
lot that were designed for vehicle and trailer combinations. 


2. Additional campsites eust be developed. A person sust 
leave on a Wednesday night if pou sant a good campsite sith 
either e dock or a sand beach. This additional development 
gust be done if we are to encourage use of the park. 
Continue to allow casping anywhere if no campsites are 
available. 


3. Houseboats should not be allowed to take over sand 
beaches. Sand beaches for swiaming are rare on Rainy Lake 
and should be reserved for either tent campers or day use. 
Most houseboats have a slide on the back so they can sie 
anyplace. 


4. Houseboats should not be allow to occupy a campsite with 
tent pads, picnic tables, and bear lockers. They do not 
need these facilities and therefore should not elminate this 
site for someone who needs it. The houseboat industry 
brings in a lot of goney to our community and is an asset, 
but om the other hand the Park shouldn't turn into en area 
catering strictly to their needs. 


XT rindal/ 


Grindal! 


BTR 





Gems hing 7 m™ the 
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Debra Funnerson 
3756 Tewn Rd 243 
Tat’! Falls, mv Sooyg 
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Author: <sjgue@uswest .net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/01/2000 9:13 PM 
Normal 


$120 Mill Treil Borth 

Lake Eleo MF 55042-9535 
651-770-3068 / 651-293-2955 
e-mail: ajgue®uswest . net 
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Author: DBGustafeeol.com at ap--internet 
Date: 09/17/2000 6:46 PH 

Borma) 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at MP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs National Park Dreft Plan 


To Whom It Concerns: 
I support Alternative 2 in the plan, which esphasi protect 
for the Park. I don't feel that snownobiles should be allowed in the Park, 
since there are plenty of other pleces where they can be 
Gieturbing the tranquility of the Perk. I alec feel that commerc 
floatplane use should be discontinued 


Te 
Basil: 
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Author: DBOQustaf@eco].com set ap--internet 
Date. 10/14/2000 10:04 PH 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyegeurs National Park Dreft Plan 

ee cecereescecsceceesseceessosessesees Message Contents 
To Whom It Concerns: 

In general I support Alternative two in the Draft Generel t 
Plan. This plen emphasizes resource protection for the Park. I don't think 
snowmobiles should be allowed in the Park, since there are many other places 
where they can be used in the surrounding sreas. I alec feel that commercial 
floatplanes should be kept owt of the Park. In addition, I feel that there 
should limite on the number of housebosts and private flosatplanes that use 
the Park. Perhape free permits should be required for overnight stays in the 
Park in order to educate visitors about Park rules and aleo to provide 
information on visitor use. 


Blaine, @ 
Phome: (763) -786-3693 
SveQusetaf@ac) cos 








LNGWGLVLS LOVdW] TVLNSWNOWIANY L4VYQ FHL NO SINIWNO) °{ WALdVHD 





SLt 


S3SMOdSTY GNV SLNSWINOD °-Z7 SNITIOA 








Insigeinsight@sco].com et ap-- internet 
: 10/18/2000 9:42 ™m 


manegere 
ity. “hile in the Internations) 
and $13,000 in area hoteles, 


The items that I find acet appesling in ALTERNATIVE 2 include: 
Park permite for o11 whe spend the night in the park. 
Restricting snowmobiles to only if and where iete, ae Getermined by «+ 


yh plen, ené@ only if s.idernese suitability aad integrity ere not 
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*com heeck* «rom. hesck@xragen.com> et np-- internet 
08/23/2000 6:41 ™m 


My meme is Bon Haack. My wife, Wanda, and I reside in 


visit 
Owne};re any 
expressing ovr concern regarding proposals in the *Plan*. 


Piret, we disagree with limiting privete housebost permite to 10 
hoveeboet 


have 
found it necessary to agove Guring « stay Gue to weather conditions. An 
eesigament to « rocky site would grestiy diminieh the enjoyeert of « trip 


Thank you for taking the tiae to listen te our concerns. 
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Craig Halla 
3180 Co. Rd. 24 


September 21, 2000 


U.S. Park Service 
int’ Felis, MN 


Ovcar Sir or Madam: 


Comment meeting that the park service is alienating the locais? If this is your goal 
CONGRDULATIONS, you succeeded. | am a heavy user of the park however if this 
un-founded non- science based management continues | wil get my Canadian 
Remote Border Permit and you will never count me in the park again. 








5% 








Author: etan.n.hamann@seabury 
Date: 06/26/2000 11:20 AM 
Normal 

TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NWP-VOYA 

Subject: General Management Plan for Voyageurs National Park 

te ee rer ennceesccccosccocescceccesccce Message Contents 

As a frequent visitor to Voyageurs National Park, I would like to express 
my concern over the Plan being proposed. it appears that the Plan is 
focused on protecting natural and cultural resources as well as visitor 
use. I will always support the rational use of our great parks and their 
need for protection from over-use and abuse. 


-Com at np--internet 


However, as I read the Plan, I find some points that are specific to 
houseboat use that frankly are unjustified at this time. Unjustified 
primarily from the standpoint of lack of research. Here are some 
examples: 


Permit Systems: The implementation of « permit system is not red for 
any other park user until after a feasibility study is completed (within 3 
years). Wo study has been conducted to support the implementation. 


Houseboat Quote: There is no limitation proposed in the number of any 
other type motorized or nonmotorized watercraft within the park. In 
addition, there is no data presented to support thie restriction of both 
private and commercial houseboats. 


Sanitation System: The term “sanitation system" is not defined and there 
is no specific information regarding the criteria, which must be met in 
order to receive “sanitation system compliance certificates*. Watercraft 
“sanitation systems" ere not limited to houseboats. In addition, no 
sanitation requirements are identified for any other park users. Federa) 
lew already requires all toilet water or “black water" to be contained in 
holding tanke. 


Greywater: The data presented in the plan is based on the inaccurate 
assumption that fresh weter is converted to graywater. Therefore, the 
conclucion is not valid. The cost of equipping each houseboat with 
graywater holding tank is not justified, at thie time, in light of the fact 
that “no research exists on the extent of thie problem, or whether it is « 
problem at al1.* The impect of the production and containment of greywater 
on the part of the other park users is not addressed. 


Access: The Plan clearly stetes that houseboats will have restricted park 
eccess. There is so logical or research based rationale for denying eccess 
to only one user population. In eddition, the Plan stetes that the ectual 
number of houseboats is unknown. 


Economic Impact : 

related to the limitation of houseboats having no significant economic 
impect on the overall community. Since the ectuael number of houseboats 
visiting the park is unknown, the conclusion is erroneous. Common sense 
dictates that reducing the number of any visitor group will have a negative 
effect on the local economy. The economic impact of all other park users 
would have a slight positive effect on the area's economy.* Again there is 
no data to support this conclusion. 


I understand that an option for consideration is Alternative Plan #1 which 
prevents any changes being made at thie time to allow for more input and/or 
ecientific study in developing the Plan for the future. I would strongly 
encourege your adoption of the alternative plan and base your decisions on 
fects, research and fairness. 


With respect and concern, 


Stan Hamann 
16052 Cryetel Hille Lane 


Lobeslle MN SS HtY 


There is no Gata which supporte the statements in the Plan 
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BUP? INBGROcs.com at np-- internet 
08/10/2000 9:27 AN 


Bormal 
TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at BP-VOYA 
Subject: (no subject) 


Proms: Weil Hammer Sea Plane pilot Cesena 162n}064y 
1723 Pulaski Raé., Buffalo, MI 55313 


Dear Kathleen: 

We would urge that the Metional Park not change their plans 
regarding sir traffic over the Weters Cance area. I believe that it 
is balanced the way it is now. Thank you for your consideration on this 
matter. 

Neil C. Bammer 


gat GHP 8-10-00 
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Author: °Hemmond; Dan (D.J.)* <dhammonSeford.com> at np--internet 
69/20/2000 9:41 PH 


Ri Kathleen, 
I recently heard that an EIS is in the works for Voyageurs. 
Please respectfully accept my comments: 


~ I find it very difficult to eccept that snowmobiles are allowed on, whet, 
pgs SS Se - Ge Cae Gay Gs & Ce SS GD 6 oe 
well?; 

- Like snowmobiles, float planes completely dierupt the natural experience 
that people go to a place like Voyageurs for! Should ay being able to 
afford a float plane be wy ticket to destroy someone else's natural 
experience? ; 

- My wife and I have a severely handicapped It's poppycock to 
think that without houseboats she wouldn't be able to enjoy Voyageurs - 
let's significantly reduce if not eliminate their use. 


Kathleen, there are so few places of large ‘wilderness’ left. If we step 

back, like I em able to do while living in Kansas City. the arguments for 

MORE mechanization of such areas are silly. Where in Missouri or Kensas is 
there such «a . relatively undisturbed area like Voyegeurs? And once we 
let it go, it will be gone. 


Keep up the fight to keep ‘edvancement’ at bay, Kathleen. 


Dan J. Hammond 

413 W. 62nd Street 
Kansas City, MO 64113 
HM: 816-333-7464 

W: 913-541-4838 
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8-14-00 le wcccwe teoke Oh 
Voyagers Nationa) Park — 
General Management Pian 


| am opposed to any mew restrictions on air traffic in the park. Seaplanes are a great way to 
view the park and to gain access to remote areas, especially for the disabled. The option for 
large scale development allowing maximum usage gives the most use for the people who 


“--=C~*~—“‘“‘; 2 3M 


9301 Grey Cloud island Drive 
St Paul Park, MN $5071 
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Globeljey@eo!l.com st np-- 
10/11/2000 12:18 
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ofwildernese gone? 
troubled eoul*!! 
06657-3565 
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Barrdbeso)] com st nap-- internet 


10/05/2000 7:37 mm 


299 








ape 





VOLUME 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
379 





{| Sa OO 


VOrAG ef MATIONGL MK 


321 Her. S3 te. 2 68g 
IN TERIVATICAML FAS, “IN. SECHY 


bean Sie oe mgoan, 


| AM Aw AvI0 SCAMWE DUNE, 
Ew Joy ocinG iawy CTR 
ORERATER, fie? Awe Ew 


rt witoles 
T HIAES ) Fok HeEL 2 Ase 5, Saeb itelesy 


Boar .b*4 eeoTercycce dt, / Utk mM a 
PuewTY TAKES, Oe MLE TE MT 


THWE § . 
| Atte en Tor Hirine 40a cnt 


f Lease Leyve veacens AvIT) 0. AL 
Lor 4S Te En, fy 
DAkK ) SEN PRR A 


cHesting ALTERNATIVE L FOK maar newt 


of THE FAKK. Spt CORELY) 

Srephen “J. HAATL 
woalo) Fed Rots 
neesHo, Wl. ©3059 


%20-b6235- 2752 
| aCe erent 
Ces IMA LPH LW] £0 2670 Freer s — py yilsy 


Ploy Us. 2BISHESO 


WAm Rawid KS4OP 


waar SPA IS1976/S 
“as S¢A. ON2bt 


380 

















Author: Phil <Phil@micoletplastics.com at ap- -internet 
Dete: 08/15/2000 6:55 a 
Mo rma. 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at EP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyagers Metional Park 


Canada. Sincerely, Phil Martean Field Director . Sea Plane Pilots 
Association Phil Sartman Phile@nicoletplastics coe 
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Te whee: 1 mag concern 

The meas of restricting sowwenstelie ane im) opaqgers “atenal Part & 
papestereas!! There is no reasen for this to haggen. | om ¢ lahe.nere praperty 
ounce ead | et winat happens ond éeamn’! bappen when there @ merely 
wef. The Dear walk on the warts the morwensbdics provide f- ams becenia 
© & mach easter than walking throes tha dawg mow. As for the |) 71 they wall 
dows ay driveway to the wall | have in ag yard to acces tha lat. rem there 
they follow the mowenebdie Weck: | asad wo the mam red end go ree 
tends | see these fresh warts epeat ome ts two times ¢ week. Ou over am days 
during the week when there is act mach mowmebile weffk they we'. “ght in 
Sreat of ag bem: on the wecks that mowmeblies provide. The ecsseck impact 
0 the various Resort around the inka frees Retry Lake, Labenegs a. 42h River, 
and Cres Lake would be drvanating | theaghi that the part wv bar. for 
everyone to enjoy!’ How many people would come here in the «i erdims t wy 09 
smeweher or crem coamtry shi ‘rem Intereational Falls we (ren Lake”?! 
This wwald p shably amhs )-) days, | ronily den! think this is going w hagpen 
The vertoes emtmads ere accustom ts the snowmebiies m thts ersea They bow 
bean tong before the Part Service tuk over end they will be for s tang tans 
coms. Maybe f some of these official: cam: ag here w see fra band on ¢ 
imemebie, tamtaed of flying over im 4 plane thet o poing appraxametety 0' ep 
they senid wo whet hévery and ther poagly baws born seeing fw bewd. that 
pee cant ave from « plan. that the tnowmebtie Weck: maks life for these ensmets 
tm the weed end on tha lakhs where there ary tmowmeblle Werks for them to 
fedtera. 


Pamd pee fev veer mms 
Ths Heaser’s 
1O5Od (nmanems dé | ahs Labotepasme 
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Dear Superimbendeat West,” = 


As a Meaber of borh, National Parhs Conseruntwa 


GS$hot tation P and JMinaeste Unitel Snownrebilers assccahon . 


Z want yeu +e Know that Stowmob./es should 

be alowed 4» Fhe park, caly oa oles ignated trails 

ancl Jahes. Everyone shoulil have Phe chance +o 

“yy all ef our parks , ja all Seasons, Thanh ym 

tor your hare work in elena just thut protectin 
+h 7 , 7 

our parks ,and heforny ousands eayoy them. 


Smcerihy, 


Gi alah: 





SpOMpIAIpUy 
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Augum \4 2000 te ane ae 
Dee Supermeundess Barter Went 


| have just renamed fom « family vacation to Voyaguers Nations Part and woul! like to 
nae 6 (ow comme on te of the park. Fwu of a2 congremtanom and 
theh you! The yet sas ave gone and as grew’ ‘ty femdy amd | love the nevt and babewe 
@ » beng sod mamoged 


Tes 1 lie comet & ten | would ike os 
lace 


Bh & goed to ssn that poopie are renily marting to Gecover the part and we are pleased to 
2 more paddiery 


Teneka, , 

PY, ti 7 

p hee Flay pear — 
Meo Hates 


NS797 i6}e0 
Menomonie, WI $475) 








author: ilare helielcid <pelectic 14 99@yahoo com> et ap--internet 
Bete. 06/18/2000 6:17 om 
Borwe. 





Send instant aeeseges & get email slerts with Yahoo! Beccenge: 
http: //is. yahoo con/ 
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Author: ‘Greg Serrick" <gherrichermisp.com> at np--internet 
Dete: 08/22/2000 2:02 MH 

Worual 

TO: Kathleen Prevbyleki a. ‘iy VOTA 


Subject: Voyege:. Baticws) Pack - don't change seaplane policy. 
Pr etter eee e meee enn eres tee eeweeroee Message Contents 


It has come to #y attention that a group is trying to limit seaplane operations 
Voyagers Maticnal Park. 


I would like to voice my opinion that seaplane operations should be allowed to 
continue se they do now, without additional restrictions. 


Sincerely, 


612-377-7775 
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Author: ‘laurel* <higgins@idcomm.com> at nap--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 2:16 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at WP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs National Park 


Dear Ms. Prsybyleki. 

I bave just been made aware of the Genera] Management Plan process 
concerning the National Park. Appsrently, your comment period has been held 
open due to anti-govt, anti-environmental sentiment in the International Palis 


and Colorado. I live near Rocky Mtn. Park (about 1 bour from Gilpin County) and 
adjacent (2 sides) to Roosevelt National Porest. I am a very concerned 
ican. I eam absolutely appalled at the y Commissioners efforts to 
would 1 


: 
g 
6 
F 
€ 
‘ 
i 
: 
i 
j 
3 
i 


we ve 2* which provide better environmental and resource 
protectioja for the park than GMP's preferred alternative. We would like to see 
of the sumber of houseboats that can be in the park at any one 


time, and that you develop a houseboat management plan thet follows the GHP. We 
would not like to see more floatplenes using this area. Please keep these 
planes eat the current level. We do not want to see commercial flostplanes use 


in the park et any time. This commercialization by air would be a travesty. We 
are now in the flight path of Denver's International Airport here in Gilpin and 
eve to do an upward epiral as air traffic gets heavier and 
° N.P.'s should be refuges first and foremost for our 
---people most often wish peace and tranquility, not « 
bunch of engine noises and polluting smells and polluting water by boats. We 

We hate 


. These 
Mational Park experience anywhere. 
ects of wintering wildlife. Why are the seeds of our wildlife 
elways beld in 2nd place the the 2 legged human who is the only species that 
can completely destroy and change our wild lends. Minnesote is the land of 
m Wisconsin.ha, ha). Surely, those 


! 
| 


the , hiking. canoeing, 
kayaking, non-motorised and non consumptive (anti-hunting, non-commerci-:) 
folke---the majority of American visitors to your parke around Americe. We are 
very tired of these overly paranoid, narrowminded, distrustful, 
count of red- neck people who want everything there 
way siaply because they live nearby. These oy Obviously feel they have more 
privileges than the rest of us and use bullying tactics to get there way. Our 
family will not rest until our voices are heard--we believe our voices to be in 
the majority. Sincerely, Laurel, , Stuart, and Gove Higgins ise 
Diane Ave. Rollineville, CO 80403 and 13 6th St. Fond du Lac, Wisconsin Pond 
@u Lac--meane end of lake-- Giscovered by early French explorers-trappers 
(Trapping was banned in Colorado in 1994). 
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Ruthor: KSEMSe0o)].com at np--interset Author: MARY MOPPHAN <avhoffemsil.en.com> st np--internet 

Date: 10/06/2000 9:12 AN Date: 10/05/2000 10:34 PM 

Bormal Bormal 

TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at BP-VOYA 

Subject: Support GMP’s “Alternative 2.° Subject: Voyageurs Metional Park 

Cnaseeagqnestaaenonenness scccesccs--- Message Contents Tettacenenannanaannceeccenancccnucnn= Message Contents 

Please note that I support GiP's “Alternative 2.* I have recently been in the Boundary Maters and further Worth, in 
Minnesota, and was surprised to 


ere some who would reduce or remove the National Park protection from such a 
Tessa Hill besutiful and wild place. It should have more wilderness protection, not less. 
President, Kids for Saving Sarth The mamagement plan currently under consideration should have alternative $2 
PO Box 421118 adopted. 
is, ar $5442 The Park headquarters should certainly be where most of the PArk is, not 
Phone : 763 - 559-1234 in International Palls, but over in St Louis County. 
Pax: 763-559-6960 Motorised use such as Houseboats, in those clean but vulnerable waters, 
Web site: http: //wew.kidsforsavingearth.org should be minimised. Snowmobile use should not be allowed in these 
To Melp Kids Help the Earth goto: http://yellowbox.com/kee wilderness -like parks. 
A permit syste, used in the Boundary Waters, should be in 
are 


3920 Princeton Blvd 
South Buclid OM 44121 
216-362-8053 
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Assietant Bducetion Specialist - Sciences & Mathematics 
internet: hoievo0cletc um edu 


voice mail (612)625-7812 
fax: 612/625-0709 


Minneapolis, 55455 
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| would lske to comment on the June 2000 draft General Management Plas (GMP) for 
Voyageurs Nenona! Park 


Pianse use Alerentrve 2 for manageng Voyageurs Nebonal Part for the next 
Gecade Thes alternstrve represents the best means of sustaenng the umque 
gets that VNP hes w offer the state, the nation and the world Mos 
umportast w thes ahernatrve is the ben on flost planes and the wsmuance of 
no-wake arens on the Parks beg lakes Having nce-motonzed areas m 


Voyageurs very importa for the value of the park t ow citizens 

Wah on ever growing population that can afford to purchase motor érven watercraft 
| feel is very important to preserve as ausch aren os possible for silem sports. When 
You look af the specea) outdoor trip sites in Outmde magazme the restncted arens of 
“ws Voyager: Park and BWCA are about the only places in the Midwest acted 


tense also conmder the recemt Nenonal Part Service decamoe to ban ssowmobeies 
9 other matronal parts Secwmotales bring a very sosy and ceeruptve presence to an 
vanarel aren The trams even in the sumaner are wids gashes 2 the enee en 


‘aaah you for comndenng these comments 


Fil’ \ 


Ded iM Howd 
932 11 % Swen SW 
+ icc 
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Deer Ms. Przybyisii: 


T would like to tehke this opportunity to express my concerns about the VNP 
management and its management pian 


T have attended the mestings held locally since 1996 and have walked eway 
feeling thet the local citizens opinions end concerns were addressed but 
would uiltwnstely be wgnored. Concerns rosed inchuded edditonal 
restrictions, the local residents were not interested in user permits, were 
opposed to closed beys and lakes for snowmobile use. were concerned about 
heressment by park planes, restrictions of float planes on interior lakes, and 
how the park service informed owners of private lands they would have to 
relinquish their land end leave the perk. A federal land ocquisition team 
showed wp. began contacting the owners in person. end used high pressure 
tectics end misinformation to get people te proctically give their property 
awey, forced people to sell their privately owned property by threstening 
condemnation end court betties. I believe these residents should be issued 
extensions on their leases into perpetuity. 


Tt wes my understanding thet the park was initially created for the use end 
enjoyment of oll pesple. not an elite group heping te ultimately demgnete this 
eres asa wilderness designation I DISAGREE with the intent to restore 
the park to it's original neture when the Voyageurs treveled from 
Thunderbdey te Kettie Fells. I was verbally informed by Quef Ranger 
McKeeman thet this wes the Park's ultimate intent. My argument was that 
this could never happen with the management's initial intent to promote 
feurism. end public use and what harm would « well mamtaned cabin cause 9 
comparisen te campers end heussbeats on every beach with neo vested 
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September 13, 2000 , 
Page 2 c° 
mterest im the eres. Mr. licKeeman did not disagres, and didn't have an 
enower to thet comment. 2 


Our family is currently caretaking « cabin in Kempton Channel and have * 
recently been haressed by « park official about our caretaking status on two 
Seporete occasions, and have come to find cut from St. Louis County thet 
this same park official is heaping tabs on everything we do on cur private 
property. I understand that the park service weuld like to ecquire ell 
privately owned property, however, we ere not interested in selling our 
preperty te the federe! government, end would like this issus eddressed with 
Mr. Kolete. 


Our family end friends that reside in the Kempton Channe! neighborhood. 
have often expressed concerns about the gredusily increased restrictions. 
We ere opposed to the eiready closed wterior lakes to snowmobiles end flost 
planes, the closed beys because of the wolf population with no 
substantiated records of the endangerment. The restriction of private 
enterprise, the restriction o\ jet-skis, the inaccurecy of how many privately 
owned he sseboats end bests with heads are owned and used withun the park. 
the proposed use bats on prrvate best owners and housebest operators. 
end commercial houseboat operators. VNP has 500 square miles of lake I 
do not believe that campsites should be designated fer tents or houseboats, 
but es e first come first serve basis. There ere « large manber of sand 
beeches exchusrvely designsted fer houseboats that would be enjoyed by 
femmes with small children camping with the pork verses perched on top 
of a high cliff. I do not feel the number of sites dhould be limited nor 
should « reservation system be wnplemaented Crowding is not « retionals at 
this point dus to the 500 miles of open water. 


Tem opposed te proposed restrictions, closing channels to moter zed boats 
specifically for uss of cance end kayaks. once again, promoting wilderness 
designavion. The inside channels ere needed for safety routes during bed 
weather conditions. I often trevel clone with my two small children ages 9 
years end 20 months, end without the safety net of the inside channel, I 





September 13, 2000 
Pege 3 


would net be able to travel clone beck and ferth to our cabin. With such - 


restrictions, you are not providing the usage te the public as intended in the 
omgena! plan. 


T am opposed to the mest recent rumor of restricting the snowmebile chibs 
from holding reder runs on the ice within park Such seasonal events bring in 
tourists end business for the local resort owners. 


In addition, we are in disagreement with the te_nmques used to 
substantiate the visiter counts end economic bensfits to the area. As we 
all now, you count all bests and usage, however, you are unable to 
differentiate the locals from the visitors. I have mixed feelings ebout 
increased usage. I do not fee! we have experienced the increased visitors cs 
reported, nor am I in faver of over publicizing the erea which would 
ultimately relinquish the fish supply and jeopardize the resources with 
tourists that do not heave a vested interest in the area. I do not believe 
that economically the park service has increased the prefits of the loca! 
resorts or businesses with their constant bed publicity end harassment of 
local citizens. You have restricted private concessions and ownership of 
cabins within the park, then you build « condominium complex at Kettle Falls 
thet is used very little other than by park and government employees. Your 
plan, as mantioned by several others. does not mest the letter of the law or 
intent of the law that authorized it. 


I believe VNP is trying te ensure tote! control over activities within the 
perk and feel very strongly thet the loca! government. local citizens, end 
State government should ell heve equal say the management plan and how 
it is going to effect the stete and local citizen's way of life. The park is 
not ceded to the federal government. I am in fevor of community 
wwolvement and beheve « locel management counc:! should be developed 
inctuding members of private outdoor recreational end tourism groups, os 
well as state, local end federal representation. 


°? @a ys 
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September 13, 2000 
Page 4 


Withe ecurate waiter counts the park sheudd howe nt propasd te nit 
perkuse. I have c very strong regard fer the enmaronment. respect 
nature, end god's plan for our wildlife however. fee! thet the park should 
be left open for multiple use. genere! pubbc usage spontensous entry and 
extensions of leaszs into perpetuity - 


T commend Keechiching County for matung the decison to review the - 
prepesed plans te ensure the rights of the local citizens. VNP has stowly 
wncres:ed restrictians and will contwwe to make restrictens if net mewtered 
On an ongowg bes.s 


Over the past 100 years, the Ray Lake ores has been self sufficient The 
lecal remdents end busnessmen hove mamtamed the beauty and sanctity of 
the lake areas and it is critical thet we rete the treditiens! uses ethan the 
park end preserve the current level of development Why should the part 
not hove some cabsns with its bounderes? Aso cabs owner we hove hed 
the oppertumty te help tournsts and locals m tenes cf need §=6We heve dren 
@ family of four beck to town 17 miles ct dush to return me wind storm. we 
have rescued houseboats aded ws directiom: fixed moters. tewed hests. 
ottered overmght food end shelter to stranded besters in hugh winds and 
have fought fires to protect the trees. wildirfe. and other cabin owners. 


The locals have not jeopardized the environment er ressurces end should ast 
be limited te their continual use We should net be criticized fer eur love of 
the area awd should be thanked for aur vested terest » memntewung the 
hftestyle we heve endowed on eur children and thei respect fer the 
ewvormant ter future ganercthens to enjoy 


Kindes? regards. 


Kathy Howden! 
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223 NORTN LASALLS STRaST 
QC~GO. 1 ese! a - 
TELEPHOME 312-545-2222 
PACSGILE 312-726-0081 
Sepeernber 22. 000 
Vie Lge /hethioen prryhyiskkepsnee ) 
Ms Kathieen Prrybvisiy 
Voyagers Nabons! Part 
3131 Highway 53 
Internationa! Falls, MS 56649 
Dear Ma Prrybyishs 


A summary of my comments on the General Managemen Plan for the \ cyaguert Nanonal Part 
follow 


| Pactnemibap wath Omuano Camads | was extremely disappomted the plan dhd noi deal 
with the preservanon of the Ontamo-ownedT rown Land oo the ( snachan shoretie 
opposite the Park The Part rhowk! wort closely and on a hgh pnonty basis eth 
Ontane to unsure thai Crown land us left untouched and 1 is not sold off and thai 
logpag 8 not permuted within the vore lines from the | abe Tus 1 2 CaM BaD 
w the plan = Thas us by far my most umportam commen 


2s Dwmedmor of Nom-basions Sinacuares | w not clear from the pian and the budget tha: a)! 
of the non-tuston< structuves owned by the Pert eri] be demolimhed on * shorn 
term bess The plan should clanfy the nming scheduling and budget inne/cosi 
ttem for the demotion of these structures 


3 Land Acutambop © appears that there are no plans (o purchase any addstional prov ate 
land mm the Park | hope the Park ws planmng to acquire al! remamning provaiely 
owned property. and if ths 1s not the inten. the pian should gpecify the reason for 
not proceeding ©7th these acqusibons 


4 Hash Ouabity Lodges Facuues There is 2 severe lack of high quality lodgong facilites 


384 





5. Exciounam §=The pian provides mo focus on promoting eco-tourism i the Part including 
the deveiopment of ecotounsm anented iodgng and senices 


6 Rasny Lake Bow Cancesmos The pian does not deal with the lack of viable private bost 

rental concesmonmures for iourng Kary Lake Dnrect Park ownershup of the large 
tow boat may be necessary. and the lack of |€ to 2! motonzed boats with 40- 
horsepuwer motors (fow strokes! on s rental basas 1s severe 16 bosis with |S hp 
motors are samply inedequac and unsafe for dey touring There art also no a8 
boats oF seswortiry tounng kayaks for rent 

Orwrousty. | have summanzed my comments | appreciate the hard wort end thinkung the: were 

into the prepere>on of the plan 


Please notc that we are seasonal remdents of an island on the ( amadsan mde of Rainy Lake and 
my wife. Ebzabeth Hyatt owns and us resionng Wind-Song (Curuce) isiand 
Sancere!y 


Henry Hyen 
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Author: Chute eat NP-VOYA 
Date: 09/22/2000 6:29 AM 
Borma. 


TO: Kathleen Przybyleki 


leet ee ee ee ee 


Contents 


Forward Header 








Subject: Puture of Hational Park 
Author: ‘Jeffrey Ingelle* <jingalle@home.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/21/2000 11:04 Pm 


Dear Me. West, 


Thank you for the work you are putting into planning for the future of 
Voyageurs National Park. I respect your opinions and the work you are 
putting into the general management plan. The park has a greet visitor 
experience; I think you have been doing « great job. When we bring friends 
or relatives up we always take thee to « visitor center to buy souvenirs, we 
have always been greeted by friendly, helpful eteff. 


I have some concerns sbout the future of the park as well; I hope that it is 
ecceptable for se to address my concerns to you via emsil. 


Piret, I should clarify that part of my interest in the park i° "arennal. I 
fell in love with the area before it was officially « park; now <y «:‘e and 
I are putting our life savings into having « plece close to it so ihut we 
may enjoy the beauty with as quch time as we can spare. 


I have outlined my most passionate concerns below: 


Motorized Access 

My concerns here are mostly about veability and accessibility. For me, a lot 
of the wonder of the perk is that it is beautifully preserved, much like the 
BWCA, but thet it is aleo accessible by snowmobile and boat. I love to fish 
and explore, and am looking forward to sharing the beauty with my future 
children. I hope that you will consider leaving the park fully eccessible by 
boat and snowmobile, uch es it currently is. I think thet unique solutions 
and compromises can be reached to preserve the park, while still allowing me 
to take my daughter or son fishing in « motorised boat to any of the park's 
In summary, I support motorised use as it is now. 


Treile 
Please leave the chain of lakes trail as is. It is the most beautiful place 
in Minmesote that is accessible by all in the winter. 


Veer Pees 

I am concerned about user fees. I don't think that any national park should 
charge for access. The public owns the park and our taxes pay to support it 
elready. if there is some compelling reason that fees aust be charged 

I think thoee with property in the park should not be cherged. I think it 
would be terrible if I had to pay to 

piece, especially considering that ™ 
access in increased property taxes. 
funding and I will help the best I ing 

provide edditional funding and joining the Friends of the Perk. 





the houseboats themselves. Aleo, I think that the houseboats should be 
required to capture their graywater instead of dumping it into the lake. 1 
hate swimming in a bay near one when I don't know what they have been 
Gumping into a sink and subsequently into the lake. 


Kettle Falle 
Kettle Palle is wonderful just the way it is! 1 have been very pleased with 
the service and the environment there. Please keep it as is. 


Reservations 

A reservations system for campsites would not be detrimentel. It may even 
enhance the experience beceuse people will know that they can expect to have 
@ plece to stay. If the system was self-funding through a emall reservation 
fee, I would not be opposed. 


Thank you for allowing me to express sy opinions about the park. it is 
wonderful that you heave allowed public comment to help you shape the park. 
Please let me know if I can help in any iseves by writing congress or by 
some other means. 

Best Regards, 


Jeffrey Ingalle 


Rochester, MW $5901 
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Author: “Jeffrey Ingalle* <jingalle@home.com> at np--internet 
Dete: 10/22/2000 9:26 


Receipt 
Subject: General Management Plan 


Piret, thank you for extending the deadline for comment; I have now had a 


chance to fully review the proposed genera) management plen. Thanks also to 
your team for sending it to me. 


I support the proposed action action as written, with the fcllowing 
additional comments. 


If a fee system is imposed think that there should be a free resident permit 
for those with property in the perk or property borderiag the park. 1 would 
gladly pay to camp when we do, as I think the reservation systes is a 
necessary sddition. 


I strongly support certifying houseboat septic systeus, as proposed. 


I strongly support keeping motorized uses in the park, however, even though 
it bas not been proposed, I would support requiring marine engines to be 
four-cycle or reduced emissions variety. I have a two-cycle engine on my 
boast, but would gladly upgrade if it were part of a overall policy to help 
preserve the park. I would support the same initiative on the snowmobiles 
once the same emiscions regulations on new snowmobiles has been imposed. 


Thanks to you and your team in trying to preserve the park for the future. 


Sincerely, 


Jeffrey Ingeile 

4424 Pourth Place Nw 
Rochester, Mf $5901 
jingel le@home .com 








Author: RaeoulRIP@sol.com at np--internet 
Date: 10/10/2000 10:01 Pm 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Preybylski at HP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageure perk proposal 


Hello, 


I'm writing to express wy strong support for Alternative 2 of the Draft 
General Management Plan for the Voyageurs National Park. 


I want to emphasize, in particuiar, how important it ia that useage be 
compatible with the natural resources, i.«., that mechanical transport is 
regulated and the number of people in the park monitored. 


Thank you, 
Alexander R. James 
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Author: Don Janes <dljenes@yahoo com> et np--internet 
Bete: 10/18/2000 6:36 AM 
Boreas 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki et BP-VOYA 
Subject: comments of VEP plan 


Dear Voyaguers National Park 

I prefer alternative 2, which would result in « sligth 
in aotoriszed recreation in VP. 

I believe we need to retain gore of the park for quiet 
There is plenty of area outside the park for 





Yahoo! Messenger - Talk while you surf! It's FREE. 
http: //im. yahoo. com/ 





Author: WAXERSHINB@e0] com et np -internet 
Date: 10/19/2000 6:37 Pm 
1 


Norma 
TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at #P-VOYA 
Subject: Pwd: Oct 22 meeting 
AA RR Ree eee ee renee enna een eeeenenes Message Contents 

I would like to — voice to those who support conservation end protection 
of the voyageurs park 

As one who has had the pleasure of spendig time in these waters and 
Woodlands, I think that any increase in motor traffic in the park would be 
Getrwental to the both the health and nature of the area . The beauty of 
thie park is because of the absence of motor treffic and the hand of man. 
We need to restrain our use of sotorboats, planes. ees ee 
slike. Places like thie perk ere rere, they need to be protected. 
seiennien Gib Guibas of Ganase 48 Gur Gane ehuhtn Che Ganteee @f ehas 
HATIOMAL PARK. Thie should be dome for the good of the park and the good of 
all Americans and sot lesst of a1] the wildlife within the park. 

Manking kind aust learn to give nature her do. we must learn to respect 
Gods earth 
and cherish it for what it ie not only for what we can take from it. Lets not 
@poil such a beautiful place by stipping away ite protection, instead lets 
keep it « plece where man treads lightiy and is just « visitor. Let Mature 
rule thie plece and man will find treasve that he can keep forever within his 
eoul. 

We need to reduce the volume of wotor traffic in thie park, we need laws 
to this effect.we need the the laws enforced 
Trvely Raymond. EK. Jeroszeweki 


FIL 
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Author: * Jayne" <gajwildeerv.oet> at ap- -internet 
Dete: 10/10/2000 6:21 Pm 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyegeurs Metional Park Go 


im general, I support Alternative 2 developed in the GaP. It would provide 
better protection of Voyageurs owtetanding environment than the Preferred 
Alternative. 


We do not need any sore motor vehicles in the unroaded portions of our Hational 
Parke. And I understand that over 90 percent of the area of Voyageurs HP has 
wilderness charecteristics. The ¥PS should manege this pert of the Park as 
wilderness, and advocate « statutory wilderness Gesignation to Congress. 


Do not allow an increase in the current level of floatplane use. 
Do sot allow commercial floatplane use in the park. 


Limit the number of houseboats thet can be i» “he perk et any one time. 


Develop a housebost management plan thet wil) protect park resources from 
pollution.and other impacte. 


You should end snowmobile recing in the park, an activity which is inappropriate 
in @ national park 


Thank you, 


Gerald A. Jayne 
1568 Lola St. 


idaho Palle, ID 63402 (208) 523-6692 


Wy, 





Cows Kater. 


| am wating reganiing 1.0 plane for ‘‘oyageure Nations! Perk. My tamiy and | heve 
been enjoyiig Pus park by meare of « five hounsbost for s number of years. We 
heve found tate iexmubost is a kins way to enjoy end eqtore fis beauGhs aren. 
1 alows us access to Many avese of the pm wile enabling us ib heave many of the 
converwences necessary 1 aby tam The hovsshost provides en extremaly ow 
ergact means of ix-comi. ot -Tomt ecivies fat could potentially harm the park 
(cooking, husves: stata cAtryss Ginpossl et.) ee contained win the hovssbost 


| mM extremely amicene:: spout some of the changes we heve seen over recert 
yoare, 60 wall es chery: pranused in he perk management pen Spectically, ose 
changes which impact prvete houssbosts We have seen more and more of our 
tevorte houseboat pertdng sitec converted tb tent only camping eies Thus restic&on 
now prevents us from enjoying some our tworke evens of the park As an eve 
career, | eugport enprowng frase evens ss tert ofa. what | don! understand why 
thees aise cannot be used by both houssbosts end tanters on fret come fret serve 
ee 


| steo do not understand why many of the proposed restrictions on houseboste esern 
tb be aimed et private houssbost canere rather then commercs! Noussbost rere 
operators. in tame of protecting the part, fis seems comery fe dested 
objecte. My experience wih both of tase groups hes shown me tet private 
houssbost owners tend to be people that have ¢ very long and deap connection wih 
fhe area. They invest significant amounts of time and money to contnse 10 eryoy the 
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Camere a7e very much comeniied to protecting the eres so i wil be svatabie © eryoy 
in the fase. Groups thet rent houssbosts tend to heve ises of e comeniment © the 
ares. Ofer, that one vip the aves wil be thet teat There is not fhe 2 convenient 
© preserve fe wes becees fey probsbly wort be back | Deheve Os tack of 
cowndrnert tarde t rem@ i) 6 Nghe rudence of nagsive acillies aut 6s 
Maring on shave and afost, abuse of tating prhtagen. gathering of be fresucd, 
@n6 dsfacernart of visio ofes 


| am also 0 regquier Veior > te Boundary Waters Carce Avea | love the softude 
and eusric bemty evallabie in that region. This rua, uvioruunataly, 's not socessible 
jo many peopte (inching mambere of ~y tarnly) due 8 rcosss reswictora, © 
need to be shle tb cance end portage, and necessily tb ive in very preniive corrping 
(eciiies. Voyageurs prowdes o means tor me © che tal efide av) scart 
beauty wit tarnfy members tat ere not able © acoses the BWCA 


Proposed permiling restictors, educiors in fe member of hovssbost parting 
shee, ard eccorrenodsiion of eran housebos! operators over private houssbost 
Gener are Cvestering my tenty’s ably t enjoy tis wanders arco in te haze | 
erorgy ye you to consider te conoems ard contusions of the preete houssbost 
conmvundy in Voyageurs, and to rernove proposed mebicions on privet houseboats 
in Rave perk management tare. 


Respect ay 











Author: 8111 Johnson <burdette@gte net> at np--internet 
Dete 10/18/2000 10:42 Pm 

Norma) 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et HP-VOYA 

Subject: do not select ALTERNATIVE 2 

Bill Johnson 


120*°9 Lopes Cyn Ad 6405 
San Pernsado, CA 91342 


Dear Me. Preybyleki: 


i disagree with Wilderness Society seabers who support limiting the use 
ef Voyegeure Metional Perk. As « resident of California, I highly valve 
our Betions) Parke and believe thet the park showld be managed for the 
prople who live near it. 


Is particular, 


I Go not: support limiting the sumber of houseboats that can be in the 
perk et any one time; 


I @o mot: endorse the proposal to keep float plane use at ite current 
level and opposes any gove to ellow commercial flost plane use in the park; 


I Go mot: egree with the institut on of « free permit eystee for 
overnight visitors in the park to help park aanagers get better 
statistics on park useage; 


i Go not: insist on en end to snowmobile recing in the park (so-called 
“reader rune"). Such ectivities are inappropriate in « national park and 
there is no shortege of venues elsewhere on Minnesota's 15,000 lakes; 


I Go not: support ‘se completion of « houseboat management plan that 
would fellow the Ge, 


I @ mot: support »oving park headquarters from Internetione) Falls ic 
Koochiching County, « hotbed of hostility toward the park eudits 
@anegement staff. south to Orr in St. Louie County which conteines over 
90 percent of the perk and ie closer to three of the four park visitor 
centers; and, 


I @o mot: urge the Mational Park Service to develop sore opportunities 
for nom sotorised use and end the lopsided balance in favor of motors. 


Please Go not select ALTERNATIVE 2 in the Ge. 


Sincerely, 
Bill Johnson 
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' “Dale Johmecn* «<j johnson00é@eprintmeil com> st ap--isternet 


Avthor : 
Dete 09/22/2000 &:33 mm 
Borme) 


Ry purpose in writing is te share with you the concerns of ayself and wy family 
regarding the Ge fer Voyegeure Betions) Park. 


By wey of introduction, | heve bees « privete houseboat owner for the past eight 
yeere and keep ay host Rainy Leke. i am elec & supporter of 
iene) 


cen only be considered « cance lake for those few smong use who retain 

a mentality. Reiny Leake is « Gengerous and often treacherous lake 
Rarely Goes one ever see « cence, or hayek for thet setter, sevigeting the lake. 
ete generally, and wisely, restrict their treve) to protected baye end 
. 


a 
to preserve the experience et thie time. i com support prepering for the day 


monitor the number of park visite end site weege. | would even support filing « 
report indicating where and how long I stayed on each visit. Wheat I find 
wnreasonabie is « plen that unnecessarily limite the number of private 
houseboats sliowed on the leke st any one time and « permit syetee thet 
translates inte not knowing whether or not you will be eble te teke your 
houseboat inte the park watil you get there. 


With regard to the propose) requiring houseboete to instal) greywater holding 
tanks, I egein Gon't see « need for thes et thie time on Rainy Leake. I will 
Support the initiative if it can be shown they ere necessary. I, and my family, 
introduce so gore greywater inte the lake weing cur houseboet than we did when 
we camped in tents We etill bethe in the leke end wee leke water to wash 
dishes. 


Also, e@voceting the aliocetion of two houseboats per site rune contrery to the 
ides of preserving the experience of the park end sakes no sense 

Recestly I heve begun Co wee an undeveloped site only because it offers 
s@vaenteges I haven't found et « developed site 1 Gi@ not create @ new site, it 
is one thet has been in wee long before the park was Geveloped. [ Go Hot see 
where i heve anywore of an impact et thie site then et eny other site, however, 
I would support restrictions if weers begin to esteblieh « significant number of 
new sites. 


Tn conclusion, I support the efforte of the park to meintein the unique 
character of the Rainy Leke area and strongly believe the perk hee pleyed « 
significant role in Going just thet. Going forward, I will continue te support 
euch efforts, however, I cannot support arbitrary policy changes without 
Gocumentation demonstrating the need for the changes. A reasonable approech to 


for future generations. It 
te be established in the 
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Author: DHJ110@acl.com at np -internet 

Date: 08/02/2000 6:S9 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs Nationai Park Management Plan 

Stl 2s FESSSSSSOs + +2522 25 4F42-SETeRSEFT Message Contents 


My name is Denny Johnson. My wife Sandy & I have owned a houseboat for 18 
years on Rainy Lake and are currently summer residents of the area. We would 
iike you to know that we take very seriously our responsibility for 
preserving and protecting this cherished resource named Voyageurs. I enjoyed 
meeting with you and your associates at the informational session on July 24 
and was encouraged to hear that the draft dated June 2000 is only a “working 
document" and not a final proposal. 

I have reviewed the plan and would like to ask some questions as wel! as 
offer comments. My concerns relate to private houseboat issues limited to 
Rainy Lake. 


DAY AND OVERNIGHT USE SITES (page I1-26); In view of the existing 
availability issues, why is it proposed to abandon the 1988 LAKECOUNTRY AND 
BACKCOUNTRY SITE MANAGEMENT PLAN which provided for about 400 sites in favor 
of a plan that provides for as few as 280 sites? 


OVERNIGHT USE AT UNDEVELOPED SITES (page II-21): Is there a bias prior 
to completion of the three year study? It seems there is an inordinate amount 
of reference to eliminating this use if there is any “resource damage". Why 
would there be any more damage at an undeveloped houseboat site than at a 
developed one? Those of us that are comfortable using an undeveloped site 
actually take pressure off the more popular designated sites that most 
visitors desire. It occurs to me that this should be helpful to the Park 
Service in managing the overcrowding problem. In addition, for safety reasons 
in bad weather we must be able to move to the nearest safe haven. 


OVERNIGHT HOUSEBOAT USE (page II-18): How was the number of 10 
determined? I understand how the number of 50 commercial boats was determined 
( 42 currently plus 20% growth = 50 ) this makes sense. An effort is 
currently underway to identify each private houseboat that is moored on Rainy 
Lake but I understand the number is already in excess of 30. There is no 
reason that private interests should receive any less favorable treatment 
than commercial interests. It appears this controversy was anticipated as 
cited on page I-255 so I must conclude that the outcome is intentional. There 
is another fact that should be considered regarding park utilization. I would 
contend that current private houseboat visitors have established use patterns 
that would not change if the maximum number is set at 10 or 40. The only 
thing that would be accomplished by setting the number unreasonably low would 
be to preclude a few users the opportunity on a busy weekend. In the overall 
scheme of park use for the entire season, I would suggest the utilization 
difference would not be measurable. With regard to the permit system can I 
assume that the methods for granting permits would be the same for private 
and commercial houseboats? 


IMPACTS RELATED TO HOUSEBOAT GRAYWATER (page 1-235): I think it is 
premature to require graywater holding tanks before it has been established 
there is a problem. Data would need to be collected and analyzed for a proper 
determination. In addition there would need to be a provision for pumping 
stations should a requirement be warranted. This provision should be 
eliminated. 


This is an outline of my major concerns. It seems that it would have been 
appropriate to have a Private Houseboat Owner Representative as a member of 
the VISITOR USE AND FACILITIBS PLAN AD HOC CONSULTATION GROUP inasmuch as 
there were 42 total representatives. Thank very much for your 
consideration. I would appreciate your confirming receipt of this E Mail. 


Dear Superintendent West. 


Please accept my comments on the General Management Plan for Voyageurs Natwnal Park, 
to be included in the record of decision. As | generally support Alternative 2, | would ask that 
you please consider the following when you finalize this process. 


© Work with gateway communities and develop other partnerships to enhance park 


management, 
© Integrate adaptive managem ~~ >f all areas of park management, including visitor carrying: 
studies. Consider ali .=\.3 and policies pertaining to the National Park System and: 
reconcile them in favor of resource protection. 
© Snowmobiles should be allowed only if and where appropnate, as determined by a winter 
use plan, and only if the wilderness suitability and integrity are not impaired. 
© Evaluate floatplane use through an air tour management plan, as required by the National: 
Parks Air Tour Management Act of 2000. ' 
© Visitor destinations promoted in the plan should be based on documented sites of signafi- 
cance, not set at an arbitrary number. 





Thank you for this opportunity. : 








ee eer ee eee ee 


Editor's Note: 

Letters similar to the previous were also submitted by the following individuals: 
Aaker, June L.; Aanestad, Arden; Aaron, Karen L.; Accola, Molly; Adair, Beth; 
Adams, Brad; Adams, Bruce A.; Adamski, Ardene; Addicott, James T.; Aeppli, Alfred 
and Dorothee; Ahlstrom, Donald; Albrecht, Christopher P.; Allen, Joe J.; Allen, Scott; 
Allensworth, Stephanie; Amand, Kathleen G; Andelin, Clark J.; Anderson, Caroline 
and Wm.; Anderson, Charles M.; Anderson, Diana; Anderson, Diana; Anderson, Don 
L.; Anderson, Dorothy; Anderson, Elwood; Anderson, Harland W.; Anderson, Ila A.; 
Anderson, Judith A.; Anderson, Kathleen M.; Anderson, Maggie and Hal; Anderson, 
Nancy J.; Anderson, Ray and Ruth; Anderson, Robert A.; Anderson, Theresa R.; 
Andrews, James R.; Annis, Eleanor A.; Arnold, Brad; Amold, Lynn; Atkinson, 
Christopher; Auger, Ted; Babolik, Mary M.; Baden, Dave; Baeker, Marilyn M.; 
Bagley, Emil J.; Bahma, John; Bail, Joseph K.; Bales, Maria; Balling, Frank H.; 
Banks, Carol L.; Barbosa, Joe; Bardell, Tim; Barnett, Mark; Barr, Gretchen; Barton, 
M. L.; Bauer, Nancy L.; Bauman, Kenneth; Bauman, Kevin; Bauman, Robert; 
Beaumont, Barbara; Becker, Judy; Beckman, M.; Beckman, Robyn D.; Beissel, Don 
L.; Belair, Cheryl; Bell, Leslie R.; Bendzick, D.; Bendzick, Delphine; Bennett, 
Curtis; Benson, Charles; Benson, Charles; Berg, William; Berninger, Beth; 
Bessonette, Michael; Bieleck, Deborah; Biersach, Herbert; Biscay, Robert; Bissell, 
Beryl; Blake, Donald W.; [ 'anchard, Nancy; Bleyle, Derek J.; Bloch, Brad; Bloch, 
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Brad; Block, R. M.; Blubaum, Susan; Blum, Bruce I.; Blum, Daniel; Boden, Charlotte; 


Bogard, Connie and Steve; Bork, George; Bourdon, George and Thrine; Bouvette, 
Nancy; Bowman, Amy; Boyce, Karin; Boyce, Sandra; Bradley, Arthur D.; Breczinski, 
Rachel; Bredlow, Chris; Brekken, wanda; Brennan, N. A.; Breseman, Robert; Breton, 
Steven R.; Brower, Francis X.; Brown, Craig E.; Brown, Gary; Brown, Jacquelyn R.; 
Brown, Michael; Brown, Renee M.; Brown, Steve; Bruce, Donald; Brynstad, Dennis; 
Buck, Roy; Buehler, Milo; Buhler, Melissa K.; Burdick, Cadene; Burk, Sarah; 
Burman, Joshua; Burmeister, Rev. Clyde and Pat; Burns, D. K.; Carleton, Rachel M.; 
Carlson, Leonard; Carlson, William A.; Carr, Jim and Jan; Carrier, Robert E.; Carroll, 


Carrie; Cauble, Cynthia A.; Cederblad, Hans; Chellen, Nels H.; Child, Nancy; Chovan, 


Joe; Christensen, Mary; Christenson, Mark; Christiansen, Jo Ellen; Church, Jack; 
Church, Joanne J.; Cinquemani, Dorothy K. Ph.D.; Clapper-Rentz, Leslie; Clarke, 
Elizabeth; Clausen, Elizabeth; Cleary, Jeanette; Clinton, Marilyn; Cloud, Carol; Cody, 
Edwin F.; Cohen, Phyllis; Cole, Dale; Coles, Robert; Collier-MacNeil, Ellen A.; 
Conen, Phylis; Conley, Sean L.; Conner, Gary J.; Cook, elsie; Cook, Wm.; Coole, 
Greg; Copeland, Shelly and Mark; Counterman, Jesse; Crackel, Dan; Craig, Gary P.; 
Crane, M.C.; Crawford, Christine M.; Crawmer, Mary; Crosby, Jean; Cruz, Elizabeth 
S.; Culshaw, Katie; Cupkie, L. F.; Curtin, Patty and Dan; Daggett, Mrs. Donald E.; 
Dahl, Marilyn; Dahm, Joseph; Dammerman, Amie; Danley, Dorothy Ann; Dantz, 
Harold D.; Davidson, Keith W.; Davis, Catherine; Davis, Deborah; Daviantes, Nancy 
A.; De Groot, Kevin; De Marais, Cassandra A.; Dean, Betty F.; Dean, David; Deans, 


Lt Col Kenneth V; Degler, Gustav H. Jr.; Deinard, Amos; Denecke, Tom L.; Dengerud, 


Delores; Denison, Lou A.; Desnoyers, Chris; Dietz, James; DiLabio, Gena; Dillon, 
Doris; D.mmen, Jackie; Dimmen, Jackie; Ditrich, Colleen; Dittmar, Russ; Dixon, 
Marlin B.; Dockendorf, Mary; Dodge, Diane; Doehlent, David; Donatell, Robert C.; 
Donnelly, Brian; Doring, Bruce R.; Dornblaser, Mark; Douglas, D. Ann; Draheim, 
Georgene E.; Dreiling, Anjenette; Dries, Barbara H.; Duffy, Clem; Dunnigan, John; 
Durgin, Chad; Eastman, Nora; Ebensperger, Sandee; Eckman, Matthew; E'Connell, 
Dorothy E.; Economou, Constantina; Edblom, Merle; Edwards, Robert; Ellis, 
Rudolph; Ellsworth, Kevin J.; Elmer, Sarah; Emery, Dora L.; Emery, Dora L.; Emery, 
K.; Emster, D.; Engelke, Susan; Enquist, Janet; Epp, Henry D.; Erhard, Beverly; 
Erickson, Carolyn; Erickson, Norman; Erickson, Susan M.; Erlandson, James; 
Eschweiler, Geneva S.; Espinosa, Mario; Estrand-Acevedo, ; Fairbanks, Marlys; 
Farnham, James W.,; Farrell, Patrick J.; Feig, Denise; Feind, Shelley; Fenske, Andrea; 
Fenton, S.W. and E.S.; Ferber, Richard; Ferry, Delois; Fette, Mrs. Evelyn; Field, Brent 
Fieseler, Phillip; Fink, Bob; Finlay, Catherine; Firl, Jean; Firling, Martha R.; Fischer, 
Mary; Fish, Chas. Russell; Fish, Marjorie; Fitterer, Robert L.; Fleming, Russell and 
Lisa; Flowers, Bobbie D.; Folkerts, Brian; Fol!muth, Marion A.; Fong, Alison L.; 
Forbes, Bruce; Forbes, Bruce; Forliti, Deanna; Forneris, Ms. E. L.; Forsythe, Edward 
M.; Fraizmeier, Martin D.; Francis, Gene and Pat; Francis, Susan; Freese, Lisanne; 
Freshwater, Judy; Frey, Shawn and Luanna; Friberg, Richard F.; Fried, Charles; Friel, 
Bernard P.; Friel, Bernard P.; Froehlich, Gary and Agnes; Funk, Carl; Gallant, Esther; 
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Gallant, Esther; Galle, Michael; Galt, Margot; Geib, Robert; Gentry, Richard; Gerstan, 
susan; Gerth, Stanley; Gilbertson, Mrs. Milton; Gillespie, Joan; Gillette, Roger; 
Gonazalez, Ruth D.; Gordon, Joy Leslie; Gossman, Joyce M.; Gould, Richard; Grace, 
Raymond M.; Graf, Martine; Gray, Donald; Groschen, Robert P.; Gross, Karen Sue; 
Grover, David; Guthmueller, Dennis; Hacker, Carolyn; Haemig, Mary Jane; Haines, 
Joseph A.; Hamilton, Patricia M.; Hammer, Marilyn V.; Hanes, Lisa A.; Hannan, 
Nancy; Hanson, Burnell; Hanson, Doris D.; Hare, Bill; Hargarten, Patrick; Harris, 
Janel K.; Harris, Nellie E.; Harshberger, Bruce; Hashimoto, Bruce; Hashimoto, Bruce; 
Hatch, Robert; Haugand, Kathryn; Hauge, Roger; Havenstein, Cathleen; Hawkins, 
Lisa; Hawkins, Mike; Haynes, George; Heacock, Robert D.; Heiland, Carol M.; Heily, 
James; Heimkes, John B.; Heiny, Dean R.; Helmrich, Jon; Hemberger, Barb; Hembree, 
James A.; Henderson, Clarence; Henrickson, Rose; Hensley, Samantha; Heppelmann, 
Edward; Herath-Veiby, Gail C.; Herdina, Deloris; Hert, Diane S.; Herther, James; 
Hick, Mary Jane; Hill, Laura; Hill, Max E.; Hiltner Honzik, Diane; Hinitz, Marcia; 
Hinitz, Marcia L.; Hirsch, Sandra K.; Hjort, Richard; Hoch, Deborah; Hocking, Ivy; 
Hodel, Marc C.; Hodgson, Mrs. Katherine E.; Hoffman, Lisa; Hokanson, George C.; 
Holbeck, Sharon; Holbrook, Viola; Holden, Matt; Hollerbach, Jocelyn; Holmen, Ellis; 
Holmes, Donald; Holmquist, Dolores; Holt, Matt; Holt, Matthew; Holton, Susan; 
Holtzman, Bonnie; Homer, Robert P.; Honkomp, Ray and Karen; Honnold, Raymond 
and Karen; Hope, R. Kiffin; Hubbard, Bruce; Huber, Franklin J.; Hudock, Chris; 
Hulme, Lucy V.; Hultgren, Douglas C.; Huset, Louis; Hustad, Margaret; Hutchinson, 
Ann E.; Hutchison, John T.; Hyland, Michael P.; Irish, Donald P.; Jeffries, Lynne; 
Jelinski, Deborah; Jennebach, Stephan; Jensen, Anthony; Jensen, Elaine; Jensen, Scott; 
Jerome Stern, Wendy and Ken; Johannesson, Jerome; John, Shelley; Johnson, Bradley 
D.; Johnson, Cindy; Johnson, Edith L.; Johnson, Kathleen; Johnson, Laurel; Johnson, 
LaVern D.; Johnson, Marilyn; Johnson, Paul; Johnson, Rania; Johnson, Sue; Johnson, 
Terry A.; Johnson, Therold; Johnson, Vicki; Johnson, Vicki; Johnston, Sherwood A.; 
Jones, Annika; Jones, Jennifer; Joyce, James A.; Julian, Joe R.; Just, Phyllis E.; 
Justice, Earle W.; Kaeter, Jan; Kahlenbeck, Dorothy; Kaldis, Nick; Kallberg, Darlene; 
Kallemeyn, Jo; Kallsen, Gary J.; Kalsen, Jami; Kampa, Jesse; Kampsola, Ruth and 
Marvin; Kamstra, Alvin; Kane, Jerry; Kannenberg, Richard L.; Karel, Eugene F.; 
Kaspar, Patricia J.; Katz, Ralph M.; Kazarow, Patricia; Kellogg, Martin N.; Kemke, 
Sean; Kensek, Mary; Kerssen, Jean; Keynes, Harvey; Khalsa, Dr. Mha Atma S.; 
Khanna, Sunil; Kilby, Howard G; Kille, Stephen L.; Killian, Dawn; Kimpel, Richard 
W.; King, Jean; Kirk, Jill; Kirsch, Glenn L.; Kissel, Monique; Kittilson, Bruce and 
Elizabeth; Klein, Barry T.; Klein, Kathy; Kleist, Douglas A.; Kleven, Stan; Klobucar, 
John; Klopp, Cecilia; Klutzke, Kenneth R.; Knick, Christine; Knopp, Dr. William D.; 
Knopp, William D.; Knox, Allyson; Knox, Allyson; Knudsen, Ellen M.; Knutson, Ruth 
C.; Koeder, Gary; Korbach, Robert; Krassnosky Jr., Michael G; Kraus, Susan; Kraus, 
Teresa M.; Krautbauer, Phyllis; Krenn, Patrick F; Krieger, Carl L.; Krueger, Derek; 
Kruschel, Wm. A.; Kuehn, Daniel R.; Kunkel, Cathy; Kuntz, Joel J.; Kurtyka, Carol; 
Kyslia, Jurene; Kytola, L.; Laliberte, John; Lampe, Patricia; Landgren, H. J.; Lane, 





sponpiaipuy 


86£ 


SASNOdSIY GNV SLNINWO,) 37 IWAIOA 





Nancy S.; Langerak, Edward; Larson, Harold M.; Larson, Harold V.; Larson, Robert 
E.; Latia, Chuck; Lauritsen, Nancie R.; Lavine, Dick; Lawrence, Janet; Leach, Dr. 
Elaine; Leatherman, Brenda; Lee, Eugene; Leggett, Robert and Dee; Leinen, John Jr.; 
Lelis, Amold; Lenmartson, Paul; Lenz, Amy; Leschisin, John; Lesetmoe, Marvin C.; 
Lessac, Eryn; Letendre, Michael A.; Lewis, Michael P.; Lewis, Mr. and Mrs. Herb; 
Libbey, Wesley; Lietzke, E. Thomas; Lilja, Dorothy; Lindgard, Sue J.; Lindstrom, 
Charles; Lindstrom, Tim; Lindstrom, Timothy J.; Listobangon, J.; Little, Matthew; 
Locklin, R.; Lockwood, Mary; Loeffler, Dorothy R.; Loesch, Vincent; Lohman, Alan; 
Long, Richard; Long, Steve; Loomer, Harold N.; Looshrock, David; Love, Chad; 
Lowe, Edward; Lueck, Iris M.; Luedtke, Renee; Luing, Basil; Lukas, Dianne; Lukens, 
Paul; Lund, Dr. Nancy R.; Lundberg, Robert A.; Lundberg, Robert A.; Lymbum, 
Wallace R.; Macleod, Hilary; MacMullan, Paul W.; Macpherson, William; Madden, 
Charles; MaGahee, Janelle C.; Maki, Wayne and Kathryn; Malone, John; Mann, 
Richard; Marquardt, Betty; Marquit, Doris G; Marr, Howard T.; Marsh, Helen E.; 
Marshall, H. A.; Marshall, Paul F.; Martin, A. T.; Martin, A. T.; Martin, Dave; 
Mashuga, Dennis; Mason, Julia O.; Mason, Vivian; Massie, J. B.; Matthew, Elaine; 
Mattson, Dr. D. S.; Mattson, Suzanne; Maue, Bonnie; Maunder, Julia and Mark; 
Maxwell, Cynthia; May, Cheven; Mc Near, Virginia; McArdle, John; McAvoy, Leo; 
McCarter, Maureen; McCarthy, Ardis E.; McClelland, John Gibson; McCloskey, Mike; 
McCluskey, James; McCormack, Polly; McCormick, John; McCullock, Terry; 
McElroy, Carol J.; McEvoy, Maridee P.; McGuire, Richard and Carol; McGuire, 
Susan; McKeevel, T. J.; McLaughlin, Louise; Meinhard, Robert; Meisky, Dorothy M.; 
Meline, Barbara; Mengelkoch, Henry; Menke, M. A.; Mentzer-Grey, Ms. Sue; 
Merriam, Howard M.; Metzger, Phyllis; Meyer, Alice T.; Meyer, Alice T.; Meyer, 
Lillian; Meyer, Wayne; Meyer, Wayne; Mikitka, Robert; Miller, Dee A.; Miller, 
Donald J.; Miller, Kenneth L.; Miller, Mary Ann; Miller, Steven; Miller, Ted; Miller, 
Thaxter and Eleanor; Milne, Robert D.; Moberg, Jerry and Pat; Mock, Burton E.; 
Moehnke, Margaret; Moline, Ron; Monk, Mary W.; Monk, Mary W.; Montague, Susan 
J.; Montgomery, Cathy; Montgomery, P.; Moon, John and Marilyn; Moore, Robert L.; 
Moorhead, Samuel L.; Morgan, Margaret; Moritko, Greg; Morse, Charles E.; Morse, 
Kristi A.; Mortenson, Richard; Mortimer, Jessica; Morton, Emma; Moss, Miriam; 
Mundt, Cathy; Murphy, John and Irma; Murphy, Mr. and Mrs. Leonard M.; Murray, 
Phil; Myers, Dyann; Nagaraj, Mysore G; Nealen, Michele L.; Needham, Dr. Gerald 
M.; Neitzel, Howard H.; Nelson, Bob; Nelson, Carroll; Nelson, Jan C.; Nelson, Joan 
J.; Nelson, Joseph D.; Nelson, Judith; Nelson, Marlene; Nelson, Nancy; Nelson, Norm; 
Newell, Thomas B.; Newman, David F.; Nickerson, Donna; Nickolson, Sandy; Niemi, 
Dean R.; Nimlos, Dr. Kenneth and Carole; Nolan, Ed; Nolte, Sharon; Norbury, Chris; 
Norbury, R. James; Noren, Carl R.; Noren, James R.; Norton, Charles L.; Novak, 
John; O'Brien, F. J.; O'Brien, Jason; O’Brien, Thomas A.; Okland, Dennis; Oleson, 
Carol; Olson, Eleanor; Olson, J. 1.; Olson, Jane; Olson, Judy E.; Olson, Ralph C.; 
Olson, Wendy; Olson, Wendy; Ondich, David; Onken, Roger; O’Reilley, Mary Ann B. 
and Margaret E.; Orman, Rebecca; Ostgarden, Gerry; Ostrem, Julie; Ott, Jeffrey 





James; Otto, Sondra; Ottoson, Emest W.; Owens, Robert; Paddock, Donald and Irene; 


_ Page, Howard and Kathy; Palmer, Debra; Palmieri, Greg; Palmquist, Amy R.; Parker, 
_ C.; Parlin, Nancy; Parson, Charlie; Paschal, Deb; Patch, Frances and Sumner; Patel, 
_ Avi; Patel, Nick M.; Patterson, Ken; Paulson, Peter K.; Payne, James and Mary; 


Pearse, Alison A.; Peek, Allen; Perricelli, Claire S.; Peters, Rebecca; Peterson, Daniel 
A.; Peterson, Joan E.; Peterson, Judith; Peterson, Susan M; Peulen, Teri; Pfleghaar, 


| Tom and Joan; Phillips, Brian; Phillips, Dr. and Mrs. Gerard G; Phillips, Richard E.; 

_ Piar, Toni; Pierce, Harold C.; Piershalia, Kristin; Pilarski, Kevin; Pilgram, Michael; 

_ Pilgram, Michael; Platt, Martha R.; Pogreba, Janice; Pollack, Beth; Pomeroy, Carrie; 
 Pomplun, Jim; Poser, Lawrence; Pouloje, Clare; Pratt, Leslie; Preston, Earl; 

_ Prettyman-Hall, Jennifer; Price, William; Ptak, Daniel; Puca, Rob; Putnam, Rev. 

_ Frederick W.; Quast, Matthew; Quick, Jack; Quinn, Marian; Quinn, Marilu; Quiring, 

_ Kevin and Ann; Rachner, Donald; Radil, Carol; Rahfeldt, Frank; Rahjels, J.; Raidl, 

_ Eleanor; Rasmussen, N.W.; Rassat, Milton H.; Reckdahl, Martha; Rehbein, Donny; 

_ Reid, Robert U.; Reilly, Veranice; Reinhardt, John A.; Reinhart, Elizabeth; Remmers, 

_ Clyde M.; Rice, Barbara; Rice, Jean; Richardson, Lisa; Ridgway, B.R.D.; Riggs, Alice; 
_ Rimmereid, Charlotte; Roberts, Lowell J.; Robertson, Gordon E.; Robinson, Clarence; 
_ Rodysill, Kirk; Roman, Bruce R.; Ronning, Jill; Rose, Don; Rosenbrook, Bob; 


Rosenow, Lisa; Rosenwinkel, Drake and Ruth Ann; Rose-White, Joan L.; Rostad, Dr. 
David; Rothmaler, Eric; Rottach, Mary; Rovick, Odd; Rowley, Karen; Ruegg, John B.; 
Ruona, Adah M.; Ruscoe, Dean; Rush, Philip; Rutkowski Esq., Robert E.; Ryan, 
Jenny; Rybak, Michael; Rys, Judith; Sanderson, Audrey; Sansone, Dennis M.; Sass, 
Emery D.; Satterwhite, Jay; Sauer, Kathleen; Saver, Ervin A.; Schad, Connie; Schaffer, 
Mike; Schaffer, Mike; Schapman, Thomas W. Jr.; Schelske, Paul; Scherb, Janet; 
Scheryr, M.; Schissel, Greg; Schoenbaurer, Kathy and Jeff; Scholz, George A..; 
Schriver, Lawrence; Schultz, Richard; Schulz, Barbara; Schuman, Dr. L. M.; Schuman, 
Dr. L. M.; Scott, Mary; Scott, Vicki L.; Scott, William W.; Seabern, Clif; Seese, Sherry 
L.; Seiberlich, Roxanne; Seltzer, Robert S.; Semerau, Marcia K.; Semran, Greg; Serna, 
Kathy; Shannon, Laurie; Shay, Randy L.; Shea, Edward F.; Shea, Kathryn; Shea, 
Robert W.; Sheridan, Jessica; Shilinski, Jean; Shively, David; Shoberg, Jeanne; 

Shosky, Daniel; Shull, Raymond L.; Shultz, Lanai; Shuneman, Mr. Noble; Shuster, 
Julie; Siers, Nori Chandler; Singer, Julia Klatt; Sipe, William W.; Siskind, Lisa; 
Sjoquist, Brian M.; Skogman, Mrs. D. T.; Skogman, Ted; Skorczewski, Bob; Small, 
Helen Claire; Smart, Rolland H.; Smith, Gloria W.; Smith, Michael C.; Smrstik, 
George; Snitgen, Mrs. Robert W.; Snyder, Ivan; Solberg, Lawrence; Sonnek, Joy; 
Sonneville, David and Diane; Sopoci, Julie; Sotak, Laura; Spaulding, Gary; Spotts, 
Richard A.; Spurgin, Robert; St. Clair, Jeanne and Bill; St. Pierre, Antoinette; 
Stallkamp, Janelle; Steele, William K.; Steiner, Susan; Stephenson, Rob; Sterling, 
Jacqueline; Stevens, M. Catherine; Stevens, Rebecca; Stimson, Mary; Stobaugh, A. L.; 
Stockwell, Peggy; Stokes, Dianne G; Stone, Christeen M; Stone, Donald L.; Stone, 
Robert and Elizabeth; Stoops, George; Strand, Deborah; Strand, Kirsten; Strandell, 
Barbara; Straub, Art; Strobel, Joan; Strobel, R. F.; Strohmayer, Dwight and Donella; 
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Stuart, Jean; Sutherland, Terri; Swearingen, David J.; Swenson, Linnea; Swift, Mark 
A.; Tanner, Dawn; Tanzer, Claudia; Tavernier, Marcy; Teich, Robert; Tennison, Lois; 
Theim Busch, Lori; Theis, Stella; Thelen, Natalie; Thiele, Charles M.; Thomas, Laura 
Bethany; Thompson, Donald; Thompson, Donald; Thompson, Gene; Thompson, Mr. 
and Mrs. N. E.; Thompson, Steve; Thors, J.; Thoumi, Gabriel Andres; Thrash, Ronald 
G; Tideman, Philip; Timmerman, Virginia; Tischer, Kenneth L.; Tolvstad, Wendy Jo; 
Tooley, Dennis; Towler, M.; Town gunderson, David and Jessica; Tulk, John; Tull, 
Mary J.; Turgeon, James; Turner, Kathleen Kaeding; Tyda, Harry R.; Ulmen, Anthony 
J.; Utzinger, Pauline R.; Vagt, Joan T.; Valgemae, Dr. and Mrs. Mark; Van Horn, 
Marie; Vaswani, Kumar; Velasco, Alfonso; Vennes, Martha O.; Vestermark, Harold W.; 
Videl, N.; Wagner, Sandra R.; Wahistrand, Mary M.; Wahistrom, Kurt; Walker, Shirley 
K.; Wallace, Gerald W.; Waller, Phyllis; Waltenberg, Betty J.; Wancenried, Ernest C.; 
Ware, Clifton and Betty; Warner, Rexanne; Warren, Jacquelyn S.; Washburn, James; 
Watkins, Jessica; Wee, David J.; Wees, Rev. Gary M.; Weiner, Dr. J. P.; Wells, 
Thomas; Welniak, Ellan; Welton, Rose; Werner, Donna; Wernli, Barb; Westhold, Jami; 
Whetstone, W. R.; Whitacre, E.C. Jr.; White, Dawn M.; Wichter, Rev. Michael D.; 
Wignall, Bruce; Wikstrom, Gunnar Jr.; Wiley, Dawn; Wilhelm, Jane P.; Will, Claudine; 
Willeck, Jeffrey; Williams, Aileen; Williams, C.; Williams, Judith and Guy; Williams, 
Mary; Wilson, Susanna; Witt, Nancy A.; Witte, Diane R.; Wittman, Charley; 
Woerheide, John; Wohnotta, Mike; Woitas, Therese; Wojahn, Barbara; Wojciechowski, 
Robert J.; Wolf, Kathleen; Wolff, Sara; Wolford, Chas. A.; Woodburn, Robert; Wright, 
Jim L.; Wright, Wilbur and Elinor; Wyberg, Bryan L.; Wyberg, Ken; Wyberg, 
Kenneth; Wyberg, Kenneth; Wyberg, Sharon; Wyberg, Sharon J.; Wydra, Jan; Yaeger, 
R.; Yeagley, Rebekah M.; Yenter, Brian; Yingling, David G Jr.; Young, Robert A.; 
Zander, David and Helen; Zeller, SG; Zhao, Jian; Zieger, G E.; Zimmerman, Edward; 
Ziomek, Karen; Zweig, Christa L. 
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Kathleen | have been informed that there 1s some group that 1s lobbying to close my park to all 
seaplane activity. 


| am not in favor of such acton and want you to be eware of it. 
Leave things as they are, they work 


If tt is necessary that you do somethyng lets put it back on the table to remove the restnctions that 
are in place or in the alternat ve lets turn contro! of the area back to the local unit of government 


Thanks for your time | hope you are able to enjoy a few days of the summer in my park as | am 
able to do on the occasional floatplane tnp to my park . 


Ce 





“ff 


COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE — 

Sie ww: e- . 7 «J 
October 17, 2000 

St. Louis County Board Conference Room, Courthouse, Duluth, MN 


Comments of Ed Kale, 23 East 7* Street, Duluth, MN, relative to Voyageur’s National Park 
Graeral Management Plan 


Ed Kale: “Ed Kale, 23 East 7 Street, Duluth, Minnesota I've been a member of the Voyageur's 
Nationa] Park Association for quite a few years, and as | woke up this morning and MPR was 
saying - “There may be a decision made today by the county commissioners” | thought, I've 
thorough Three years ago | spent s week on Kabetogama with Barbara West, and 
(uruntellagibie) . and we had in our Assocation more than more than - well several hundred 
people who are engaged actively in Voyageur's National Park The common process, as you 
know, has gone on for a few years now bebund the scenes, and then public tesmony has been 
taken | did public testumony at the Duluth meeting last year and s0 forth My concern is that | 
see a lot of reactionary elements | want to commend you for sitting there patently without you: 
blood bushing, or maybe your blood was bosking 2 little while ago wth Mr Sandstrom speaking - 
80, 90, (ununtellgible) | want to say 80 greedily, and that's the key word | want us to 

move forward Now we had a chance here to move forward Three years ago | took my kids, 
let's see Tammy was five, Ele was aight. a.nd another boy, and we kayaked 7 for several days 
around Kabetogama Thus was (ununtelligible) the start It's a beautiful area, but, here's what 
happens - you go to a moe beach set up your camp site, and here comes this something - esther 6 
motorized thes or a motonzed thet And. we set up on one camp site, and here came a houseboat 
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Page 2 

You know, and they parked and we don't want to chase you out And then they got out ther 
beer, and they started thew nowe and thei partying and so forth, and | just said to the lads O K 
there is another camp .ste a couple miles across the bay, and we moved Now, what | see, 
Voyageur’s right now is a free for all, and people want to keep using # as free for all. You can't 
do that, you go to these camp sites - they are over trodden They are over used You know 
situations where - an Okishoma Church wants to come up Do they contact anyone? Well not 
really, they just calmly bring thirty or forty lads, and they phunk them down on the facilites that 
are over trodden Now, thus propose! that they have made - bebeve me - ah. sh, bebeve me | 
have gone through « very, very closely with very many people and | think it's excellent | would 
hate to see you put the brakes on thus The environment is importam, and. of course, economics 
are mportant But the econormcs are goung to fall as we get the park developed. as we get it 
really orgasazed - rather than a free for all where free can prevail, and I've been really appalled by 
the comments of what's hs name (unsntellagible) you know, | mean Barbera West 1s one of the 
best people we can probebly hope to have up there What | would like to see, | mean it's 8 
wonderful area, it’s largely withen St Lows County | would like to see they had headquarters i 
Orr. I'd like to see you think positively, get ahead of the game, and go forward Now | don't 
want to say much more, except, you know, I hope you move forward I'm willing to stay if 
there are amy questions, you know, maybe | can help But | really can say. thes is one of the things 
that Ive been involved in for a number of years. So, thank you - - -“ 


Commusmoner Fink “Would you like your comments to be inchuded as part of the county record ” 
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Page 3 


Ed Kale “Yes.” 


Commismone: Fink “Amy questions? Mike ~ 


Commissioner Forsman: “A couple of questions . Ed, as! understand it, is that if there were 
more camp sites (urvmtelligible) in the park there, to people like yourself, would that help the 
problem there, would that heip alleviate some of the (ununtelligyble) I know in the additonal 
plans for Voyageur's, there was the pisns to put a lot more camp sites than what eusts im the park 
ngtt now, and certainly the new General Management Pian scales that back quite a bit, about half 
what was generally proposed wn the park Would that help in a sstuaton hke yours - where you 


want to be kayak into a remote area, and then ----- ~ 


Mr Kale “I don't thank that's so much the problem as the smple overuse of the eusting camp 
sites and the lack of regulation ~ 


Commissioner Forsman: “I guess what I'm saying is that over and probably 2 couple of 
followups 1s that overuse of camp sites. to me, means thai there aren't enough and that's what 
that means Have you conssdered, and that's from my standpown. | mean. 1 seems that you 're 
not happy with the motorized use in the park there Did I get that right there? You know, you, 
im your statements you said - all of the motors in the park and those kind of things |s that part 
of what's bothenng you then?” 
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Ed Kale “Yes, because people want to jum keep on going - like this is 1940 oF 1950 And. we 


can't do that any longer It's got to be restncted in some way, shape, or form” 


Commanmoner Foresman ~ My sisternemt would be a istic bu different than thet You know 
comung © ngit next door you've got | 2 walbca acres of widerness Have you conmdered you 
ince where you heve. taking your kids to the Boundary Waters —-. and gorng there where you 
cam be sway from the motors Aad. when you do thai | guess why the need to hit the 
houssbosts, kes the motonzed wets’ A lot of thes s about fisher people versus canousts (7) and 
kayekers (7) | meee fishermen generally went to get out fistung - 90 they use & motor to get 
there | reakee cimoests and kayaks can fish But 0 lot of thus = abou fishermen versus people 
that ere looking for non-motonzed travel or non-motorized use And to me when you heve 
780,000 or 219,000 acres, whatever, | think a's 219,000 acres is what the park says they heve, 
and the Boundary Waters got | 2 mulbon acres nght next door | have s problem when somabody 
tells me thet thes mmul)-use park thet was demgned to have motor. flostplenes hovssboets and 
those thangs and all of thre tesurmomy that | read in the estabbshment of the part sey thet - peapiz 
tell me thet. Jeez. you know. | go up there. and somebody pulled # with » houseboat. and those 
people were actually heving fun on that housebost We got to pul s stop to thet =| mean you 
know, | mean, thet bothered me Now. you can take that for whet «'s worth It bothers me ~ 


Commisnione: Fink “| really don’! wet us/tum debate Whai | realy wanted bum to do 
1s to heave an opportunity to sey someting end are there amy specafk questions” 
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Ed Kale “It's just that one of these days we have to get orgamzed And | think we're there 


| want to see you go forward and carry out some authorization Thank you very much © 
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Dear Ms. Przybyiski: 


| faver streag protection of Veyagours National Park | belicve that the park should 
be managed for the full range of values our parks are meant to protect, not just for the 
unreasonable demands made by a handful of people who live near it or want to profit 
from it. 





Te that end, please select Alternative 2 of the General Management Plas. In 
particular, I: 

- Strongly support limiting th. number of houseboats that 

can be in the park st any one time; 


- Endorse the proposal to keep floatplane use at its current 
level and oppose any move to allow commercial floatplane use 
in the park, 

- Strongly agree with the institution of a free permit system 


for overnight visitors in the park to help park managers get 
better statistics on park usage; 











- Insist on an end to snowmobile racing in the park (so-called 
“radar runs”). Such activities are inappropriate in e national 
park and there is no shortage of venues elsewhere on 
Minnesota's 15,000 lakes; 


p06¥%so! 


- Strongty support the completion of a houseboat management 
plan that would follow the GMP, 


- Urge the National Park Service to develop more opportunities 
for non-motorized use and end the lopsided balance in favor of 
motors. 


Thank you for selecting ALTERNATIVE 2 in the GMP. 


ae Hh OE 
Donald J. Kasten 220 200m 
111 B. Maple St. Apt. | ce 2s c2 2d 
Johneon City, TN 37601 
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Ret pes ple des Lk 


SEPTEMBER 2000 


Lakes regon Camoring » stil s peaceful. popular and non mru 
we part ectriry 


The northern witdlands of Voyagrun Nsaunal Part heve exper 
enced entecks from local wneerest: seuking to downgrade the perks 
wiiderness status and mesnean hagh levels of motorized use partx 
ulesty snowmobdies The Nevonal Park Service (NPS) hes recendy 
released s General Management Plan (GMP) for Voyageur, where 
these and other preasang weues affecting the perk will be addressed 
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cance ao: act af an arbatrery aumber 
Theamk you for chs opportumsy 
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/f 
NATIONAL PARK 


The GMP process ss nme whee cusens can belp shape the future 
of owr nemonel pers We need your haip to generate as many com. 
ments trom the public as possible - 90 we can ensure the imegriry 
of ches mageuficest nenonal peck » upbeid 

TAKE ACTION! As & now sands. NPCA generally suppors the 
darecuon of manngemen iesd out m Alternetrve 2 of the GMP since 


ih peo Daytime cra sna pestamiet, KC 
concerns. however, with elements of widernens protecuan. wtach 


ere oucined mm the talking pounts below To send » your comments, 
empty complene end cut out the post card prowded. and mail £ to 
Voyageurs Netionel Park. Should you choose to write your own let. 
ter, rather chan umng the postcard provuded, please be sure to 
tochude chese talkung posts (along wih any p J expen or 
thoughts you wish to shere) Commnemts are due by Seprember 22. 
2000, so the ume to ect » sow! If you would like to e-mad your 





Comments wn. you can sead them to kechicen_prrybdsiv@nps gow 

Please cc or call SOO/NAT-PARK ext 222 to 

let us know thet you took scuon' 

TALKING POINTS: 

* NPCA generally supports Alermatree 2 of che GHAP 0s # provides 
thw haghhest wreal of rescurce protec nas 


+ Decamons meade in the GMP relating to snowmobile end float 


: plane use w the part are premature and should be made in sub 


° Visitor destinations promoted in the plan should not be set at en 
erbarery eumber, but showld be documensed snes of agnificence: 








Angas 2 2000 


To Manager 
Voyagers Neuonal Park 
imernapome Pails Mien 


Re Proposais for Voyagers Nevonsl Park Use 


There are thounnmds of lakes 1s Manecects where ugh speed power boats can bc used =Why can | wc then hove 
tne Voyagers Nenonel Pack remes a besutifal park as our fathers ssw i? Let our chuldves and then chudres ser 
Une park is ms eemeral benety os ow father: eee a withow Uhr ser of powerfel motor boats and fost planes 
Heve we ao commderance for the wkd it wuhus the park - thet us Une bards fish and the amsumais ln my iew the 
qmamais and turds hove an mherent ngit w ine 1s peace without the noses Expammon of hating sls only and (hc 
use of camces m che lakes withen the part should be comméerved only for the people to capo) antare 1s ts natere) 
form - with the songs of the beds All bikers aed they femmes cas cayoy Voyagers Neuoes) Park mach more 
without the aceses and hesvy commercnatiem comtroiiang the pack 
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Author: Sorsye Khoury <_skhoury@excite.com> st np--internet 
—, 10/12/2000 8:54 AM 
Worms 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 


Hello I am an environmental biology student, and I am concerned about the 
amount of houseboat being built on our beaches. This is a very serious 
problems. Soon we wont be walking down a beautiful deserted beach, we will 
be walking in the back yards of rich people who rea'ly don't care that much 
about the environment, but want a sice view. I think that You should 
stongly take action to limit the amount of houses built in a certain area of 





Say Bye to Slow Internet! 
http: //wew.home.com/xinbox/signup.htal 
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Author: Andrew King <baldeagle27@earthlink.net> at np--internet 
Date: 06/22/2000 10:14 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki et MP-VOYA 

Subject: Seaplane operations at Voyager National Park 

at tere eter cree een eeee ree e wenn weeeee~ Message Contents 

I have just been informed that restrictions may be imposed on seaplane 
operations in Voyagerr National Park. As one who enjoys this type of 
sport flying and belives that all such activities should be accomoda 
I would like to strongly voice ay opposition to any restrictions to 
seaplane operations. 


King 
355 
Lovettsville, VA 20189 
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Author: Carrie King <cerrie@nlode.com> st ap--internet 
Dete: 10/10/2006 1:27 ™& 
Boreas) 


TO: Kethleen Preybyleki st MP-VOYA 
Subject: Select Alterntaive 2 for Voyegeurs 


Kathleen iski, @@® coordinator 
3131 Highway 53. International Palle, mai 56649 


Dear Ms. Preybyleki. 


This setter is to urge you to support Alternative 2 of 
Voyegeurs Bational Park. Alternative 2 provides better enviroameste) 
and resource protection than the Preferred Alternative. 


This letter is alec to urge the Bational Perk Service to develop sore 
opportunities for non-motorised use et Voyegeurs and end the current 
lopeided management policies that fevor motorised 

wATI 








Author: ACOLJOBADV@sc!].com at np--internet 
Date: 06/22/2000 4:14 
ioc ree. 


Subject: Voyagers National Park - don't change seaplane policy. 
Tt has come to ay attention thet a group is trying to limit seaplane 
operetions Voyegers National Park. 


I would like to voice ay opinion that seaplane operations should be 21 lowed 
to continue as they do now, without sedditional restrictions. 


Sincerely. 
Joe ¥. Kittinger 


606 Mariner Way 
Altemonte Springs, FL 32701 
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duly 24, 2000 


Voyageurs National Park 

Genera) Management Plan 

313) Highway 53 

Imsernational Falls, MN 56649-8904 


Deas Sz or Madam, 


| would bike to take thes opportumdy to express my opuuoas on the proposed changes 
© polcy regarding Houseboat use m Voyageurs Netoanl Park. | beve owned 3 
private houseboat for two years, end hsve rented boats over the last twelve years. 
All of ary expenence has been oa Rasny Lake 


| feei the proposed changes mvoling mang the manber of housebosts both 
privete and comwnercia! ere unnecessary af thes une As wes stated @ the proposal 
the houseboat activity has mcreased mamumally over the pest |0 years During my 
visas to the Park, | heve never felt thet ary experience wes compronused by over 
crowding, and have yet to encounter any difficulty findang « su table U-up ate 
eaher at o Park deagnated spot or an undeveloped sae 


As 0 houseboat owner | am parucularty concerned wih the proposed umas on 
private boats. | feel the unpact of private boats on the overall use level m the Part = 
menumal due to the fact thet mos! private bosts remam moored outmde of the Part 
boundenes s mayorty of the umme laupoemg imaits on the mumber of private boats, 
and requiring reserved permits wil only edd edmenstratrve costs to the Part. and 
beve mmunaj impact on the vissor's expernence 


| appreciate thes opportumty for wput. 


Simcerely, 


ha» Ze 
Ouved A Kas 
15330 Pwposky Road NW 


Bemidji, MN $6601 
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August 17, 2000 


Voyagers National Park 
General Management plan 

3131 Highway 53 

International Falls, MN. 56649 


Att: Kathleen Prsybylseki 


I have been an active sea plane pilot for 35 years and regularly use 
Crene Lake-Sand Point to enter Canada and to return to MN. I would 
certainly regret any change in the present rules relative to airplane 
traffic in this area. I do hereby indicate my desire to see no change in 
the present way that commercial and non-commercial sea planes are 


sllowed to operate within the boundaries of Voyager National Park. 


John L. Kooiker 
Cert. #1763889 
6724 4iet Ave. N. 
Crystal, MM. 55427 
Ph. 763 5337 9094 
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Autuor: “Barry Kreyer* <berry9Shdéehoms.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 3:30 Px 


Subject: Park 

Se Tr erseeranccensseees Message Coatents 

As « long time winter visitor to your great state I strongly that you 
ties in voyegeurs national park. I aleo em egainst 








Author: Glenn Kreag <gkreagéd.umm.edu> at np-- internet 
Date: 10/20/2000 2:15 PM 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: VNP Gap 

cee erecrecccccocccoecococccccececcoccce Message Contents 

I support Alternative 62 GIP. As best I understend, it would continue 

to manage VEP generally along the path that it is currently taking. 1! 

feel that $1 priority is maintain the quality of the natural resources 

within the park. Activities that diminish the quality of the resource 

must be activly managed. This doesn't necessarily mean elimination of 

the activity if other alternatives can work. 

VuP is not specifically designated a wilderness and that is OK from my 

viewpoint. The wild areas shold generally remain wild and protection of 

important species like wolf and moose are critical management issues. 

The issue of water use, especially houseboats gust be monitored 

carefully. While I don't believe there is a —- at present, park 
should carefully watch for impacts including resource impacts, 

) and 


Additions to GMP, alternative #2 for Voyageurs National Parke* 


I have been particularly upset with the roughshod treatment of park 
personal by Koochiching County commissioners and therefor support moving 
park headquarters from International Palle in 

Koochiching Couaty, south to Orr in St. Louis County which contains 
over 90 percent of the park and is closer to three of the four park 
visitor centers. Blatent unsubstantiated park bashing hes no place by 
those in public office and should trigger consequences. Therefore I 
favor eliminating the economic rewards of a headquarters office in 
Koockiching County. 

Pinally, I believe that the park @ust continue to strive a balance 
between motor and non-motor users. Those seeking non-motor experiences 
should continue to have opportunities on the Kabatogama Peninsula where 
they can not be bothered by motor activities. 


Glenn 

1924 Vermiliion Rd. 
Duluth, s@ $5603 
gkreag@umn edu 
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Author: Pie Kreutzer <echo-pie@swlink.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 7:34 PM 


TO: Kathleen Prseybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: ALTERMATIVE 2 is better! 


Hi Kathleen: I am a single mother living in Cave Creek, Arizona. I 
the opportunity to visit the area in question with my young son and 
overwhelmed by the natural beauty. I hope there is a way to prevent 
commercial floatplanes, severely limit motorized vehicles, limit the 
number of houseboats, end winter snowmobile racing, and move the park 

eo that this area remains unique for generations to come. 
PLEASE use your influence to do the right thing...If I can be helpful in 
any way, feel free to contact me. 


Thank you for your efforts on our behalf. 


Pia Kreutser - 6622 Military Road 
Cave Creek, Arizona $5331 





YJ 





Author: KroegerD@acl.com at np--internet 
Date: 10/11/2000 6:43 AM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs Park Planning 


I support alternative @ 2 as proposed. Specifically, I believe that 
snowmobile use should be banned, as well as float planes. 


I believe that houseboats should be permitted under a quota system, and that 
all camping should be by permit. 


Thanks you for reviewing my comments 


Dick Kroeger 

65 Stubbs Bay Road 
Maple Plain, Mi 55359 
612/275-1634 
kroegerdéaol .com 
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Author: Hjlan@eol.com at ap--internet 
Seaplane August - 08 - 2000 Date: 06/13/2000 4:35 PM 
Bormal 
Proms TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki et EP-VOYA 
Assocation Subject : 
Seen eee e rene anne en eeeenneeeewweesns Message Contents 
I don't believe there is need to restrict seaplane use in or over the park. 
gees Gees of bo SPA enfed an Us wet we oe Most certainly, requiring seaplanes to circumnavigate or follow a narrow path 
[2 ciat ceaginne plat bum to Ulte Past 0 ara Thane oan crossing the park will create an unnecessary hazard. Let's do whet we can to 


make flying safer 





I hope so changes will be made to the present systes. 


Boward J. Lang 
24760 Monte Beach Drive 
Oem 1 waste daar’ shoe Gyet chee 4008 Glenwood, i 56334 
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CHAPTER 3: COMMENTS ON THE Drart ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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August 23, 2000 _ 
. i 3S 
3221 45th Avenue So. 
Minneapolis, MN 55406 
Tel. 612/729-1832 
Voyageurs National Park 
General Management Pian 
3131 Highway 53 


Deer Ms. Przybyleki: 


The following comments are offered after reviewing the draft "General 
Management Pian / Environmental impact Statement and Visitor Use and 
Facilities Pian” for Voyageurs National Park (VNP). As a matter of 


privete property within the VNP. it is in the context of that ownership that 
several of the comments are offered. Additional comments are offered by 
myselt and my family eimply as interested citizens, residents of Minnesota, 
and users of the lands, waters, fisheries, etc. located within the park. 


The draft Pian is a substantial and seemingly comprehensive document. | 
believe the preferred alternative for VNP management is “Alternative 1° 
which would continus current management practices and actions. 


lseves, Comments, Recommendations, Positions. 


- in the “Problems, lseves and Concems” section the draft states that 
conflicts with housebost use may be of concern. | would agree with the 
stated concern about the monopolization of each and every available 
houseboat overnight lending; oftentimes | heve witnessed houseboats 
cruising for hours seeking an available spot. Thie would seem to be a 
fruetrating experience to the housebost occupants and has been viewed by 
wry tasnily as perhaps an undertying but understandable cause of 
rumerous personal inquirtese to us on where uncecupied spots may be 
round. Theee inquirtes W cocasional ere no leeue but repeeted and chronic 
inquiries become bothersome and an intrusion into our privacy. | can only 





418 


belleve the same would be true of such inquiries and intrusions into other 
park visitors space and privacy. 


- in “Alternative 1: Present Course of Action (No Action), under “Visitor 
Use and Facilities”, “Water Management Areas”, mention is made of 
“private floatplanes” on certain waters. Full and unfettered accessibility to 
privately held properties within VNP via flostpianes should remain 
unrestricted except for the current regulations. 


- In “Proposed Action” of Alternative 1: houseboat numbers are restricted 
to total of 120 within VNP. Presuming that number is current maximum, 
and would not be changed, any further future restrictions should be done 
on a seniority basis, that is, the older companies which have operated the 
longest within the park should be restricted least. 


- Under “AkRernative 2.", “Visitor Use and Facilities", the number of 
houseboats would be reduced. If this alternative is adopted any reduction 
of houseboat numbers should be done in s manner allowing the older 
companies which have operated the longest within the park to be 
downsized proportionately least. 


- Under “Alternative 2°, same as above, under “Floatplanes (Fixed Wing 
Aircraft): Privately operated floatplanes by owners or friends of owners of 
privately held property within VNP, or visitors to those properties, should 
not be restricted or regulated. Any restrictions on the opportunity to 
access privately held property by floetplianes is contrary to full use and 
accessibility of private property. if an owner of private property desires to 
create a commercial enterprise on that property there should be no 
restriction on the owner/operator's use or access via floatplane. 


- Page 1-129: Under “Sport and Commercial Fishing": Commercial fishing 
within VNP should be prohibited. Persons currently licensed to 
commercially fish VNP waters should be justly and fairty compensated for 
the loss of their business If such business ts prohibited. The health and 
future of the VNP fisheries would greatly benefit from this change. 


- Page 1-130: Under “Water Levels": Seasonal fluctuations of water levels 
should be minimized as much as practical. Recent agreements to do so 
must be monitored for compliance and enforcement taken to ensure 
compliance. 


- Page 1-155, Under “Commercial and Private Flostplane Use": 

Floetplenes accessing privately held property within VNP shouid not be 
further restricted. Wf those property owners desire to initiete commercial 
activities on their private property there should be no restrictions placed 
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on the adjunctive use of flostpianes to service those endeavors. 


- Page 1-177, Under “Water Quality”: it is becoming increasingly apperent 
thet the eutrophication of the waters of VNP is accelerating. The 
sbundence of submerged and emergent aquatic vegetation ls obvious 


a0 email, | believe are a significant contributor to the increasing fertility of 
the park's waters. Grey water discharges from houseboets needs to be 
promptly controlled and eventually eliminated. 


- Page 1-263, Under “impects Related to Recreational Use": The draft 
contains statements that “wave action in theee beys now moves 
discharged oll, fuel, and toxins {not defined or identified?777) to the 
shoreline where it concentrates..." This statement has no basis in fact 
for VNP waters or other waters of the state. Personal lifelong experience 
on many of MN lakes, including over 15 years on Lake Minnetonka, one of 
the most used lakes within MN by motorbosts, and over 6 years as an 
aquatic biologist for the MN Depertment of Natural Resources finds no 
foundation for this statement. My consultation w/ the staff at the Gray 
Freshwater Biological institute on Lake Minnetonka found no person or 
document that would agree with this included statement. in fact, t ls well 
known that wave action, and the mixing that results from that wave ection, 
le beneficial to dispersal and ultimate degradation of hydrocarbons and 
other contaminants. | recommend the statement be deleted. 


| appreciate the opportunity to review the VNP Pian and to offer these 
coraments. Ploase consider these them in your editing and re-drafting of 
your plan. if you would like further information, or wish clarification of any 
of the comments offered, please contact me at the addrees above. 





“9 


October S 2000 


| am wating & unge you © help preserve Voyageurs Natonel Pam (VNP) in 6 naturel. wad state by 
further reguistng & lniing the use of avcreR bosts and snowmobues wahun pest boundenss hws can 
party be scoompiished ve the Genera) Management Plan (GMP) Having groan up in Grand Rapids. 
Wanreects | wes lucky to heve had the outdoors at my doorstep Today we need t preserve a8 much 
os remare of the wad lends tet | lsermned t love as 8 chdd §=Pent of thal can be acoomphshed by 
preserang the lands and iaiws m ou nefone perks as much as possible from the mtrusions of 
ee OED Sa OED OO GSE CS ety OS ew 
wes. pretre 


Ragartng the management of VNP_| etongly support the following proposals. 
© GMP "Aternaive 7 because ¢ prowdes belie: protecton for the pert and i resources 


e =Um@ang the number of hovesbosts that can be m the park st any one tre and developing 8 
Noussbost management plan for the perk. 


e esp fostpiane use of the park st no more then @ current level but preferably reducing 
¢ Estebishrnert of e free, or fee, pert syatern for afi perk users. 


e (Urming use of snowmnonies mn the peck Northern Minnescts aiready hed enough snowmobide 
vais We don't need snowmobiles mn VNP 


For t long our pubic lands heve been managed for the betterment of the corporets balance shest or 
for nerroety defined motorzed recreston apres, and not for the befermert of the Amencen pubsc 
Today Amencens ave dernandng thet these lends be preserved m thes nature) state tor the betiermert 
Of weiderness, wide, and Nase 
ard inctude me on your mailing 


Sincerely, 
Dw Dh der 


Prease do af that you can > ensure that thes happens. 
for any {awe pubéc ewolvernert in ths process. Thenk you 
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KARL LINDQUIST re Tees 





. ATTORNEY AT LAW 


Phone: (218) 773-9729 
Fax: (218) 773-6950 


610 - 2nd Avenue Northeast 
P.O. Box 373 
East Grand Forks, Minnesota 56721 





July 27, 2000 


Voyageurs National Park 

Attn: Kathleen Przybyitski 
General Management Pian 

3131 Highway 53 
international Falls, MN 56649-8904 


Dear Ms. Przybylteki: 


My name is Kari Lindquist and | am 57 years of age. | hold a Bachelor of Science 
Degree in Mechanical Engineering from the University of Minnesota (1966), a MBA trom 
the University of Northern lowa (1976), and a Juris Doctor degree from the University of 
North Dakota (1960). My wife, Jeanette, and | live in East Grand Forks, Minnesota, where 
| practice law and Jeanette teaches elementary school. | have been fishing and camping 
ee eee te eee ae 
and | rented our first houseboat from Rainy Lake Houseboats. We continued to rent 
houseboats for 10 years until we decided we enjoyed it so much that we might as well buy 
one. We purchased our houseboat, a 1978 Skippertiner, in the late fail of 1994. 


While | have powerboat camped and cance camped on Kabetogama, Namakan, 
Sand Point and Crane Lakes, the vast extert of my recent experience in Voyageurs 
National Park (Park) has been on Rainy Lake, and my comments the General 
Managemen Pian / Environmental impact Statement and Visitor Use and Faciities Pian 
(Pian) that follow should be viewed in that context. 


| know the Park was established in 1971, but to be quite frank about it | never paid 
much attention to the Park until the National Park Service (NPS) designated Windmill Rock 
View on Rainy Lake a tent site in the fall of 1999. You should be aware that | have 
Se 


| have attempted to review the Pian in some detail, but to say | understand the Pian 
would be a gross exaggeration of the facts. The Plan contains so much data thet at times 
it is simply overwhelming. Nevertheless, please consider the following comments 
conceming the Pian. 
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1. Use and Demand: The NPS cannot effectively and efficiency manage the Park's 
resources and facilities without first determining the demand being placed on those 
resources and facilities. Unfortunately, the demand information being used by the NPS is 
inadequate and unreliable. (See inadequate Visitor Use Data on page |-17). in the Pian 
on Pages |i-11 and li-12 the NPS states: 


Currently, the National Park Service uses a mathematical formula 
developed in 1992 to calculate ennual visitation. When the National 
Park Service developed the formula, NPS staff at the Public Use 
Statistics Office used serial counts and survey information collected 
over @ 12-month period. Using the date collected, statisticians 
estabkshed correlations between the number of people counted at the 
Rainy Lake visitor center and the number of people houseboating, 
camping, fishing, etc. 


in other words, if five or ten tour busses full of tourists appear at the Rainy Lake Visitor 
Center on any given day, the NPS formula would assume an increase in the number of 
people houseboating, camping and fishing on the Park's lakes, even though none of the 
people in the tour busses went any further into the Park than the Visitor Center. | taught 
statistical analysis classes at the University of Norther lowa and the University of North 
Dakota, and | find it difficult to believe there is any correlaton between the number of 
people who visit the Vielior Center in Intemational Falls and the number of people fishing 
on Crane Lake. The creation and implementation of a reliable and accurate Park usage 
data gathering system has to be the NPS's number | priority. 


2. Private Houseboat Quote: The Proposed Action limits the number of overnight 
permits for private houseboats to ten per basin. (Page |-62). What is the basis and rational 
supporting the proposed quantity of ten? The NPS admits lt does not know how many 
private houseboats are used in the Park (Pages |-255 and |-281) and then further admits 
that liniting private houseboat owners to ten permits per basin per night might make it 
difficult tor private houseboat owners to obtain permits, especially during peak periods and 
weekends. (Pages |-103, |-245, and |-272). | ive and work 235 miles fram my houseboat 
slip, and the majority of my houseboat use is on the weekends. in my opinion, a quota of 
ten private houseboat permits per night would severely limit my use and enjoyment of the 
Park. A quota should not be imposed on private houseboats until the NPS determines the 
number of private houseboats that use the Park and the impact on those private houseboat 
owners of a permit quota. 
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3. Houseboet Graywater: The Proposed Action, Alternative No. 2, and Alternative 
No. 3 ali require houseboats to install graywater holding tanks (Pages |-84, |-235, |-263. 
1-288 and li-26) and conciude thai the installation of such tanks would result in 116,000 
gallons of graywater not being dumped into the Park's lakes. in my opinion, this conciusion 
is grossly exaggerated and erroneous. The computation of 116,000 galions of graywater 
is based upon the assumption stated on page |-177 as follows: 


Houseboats are outfitted with freshwater tanks cf 80-290 gaiuns. This 
analysis assumed 90% of this freshwater leaves the boai as 
graywater, and that one tank serves the boat for the entire week. in 
other words, each boat emits 180 gallons /week of graywater. 


| don't know where the NPS obtained its information, but | can assure the NPS that 
during my 10 years of houseboat rental and 5 years of houseboat ownership, | never 
encountered a houseboat that converted its freshwater to graywater. Freshwater is for 
Grinking, not bathing. Here is how my houseboat generates graywater. The boat has a 
pump that upon demand pumps lake water either directly to a sink or shower faucet, or to 
the water heater from where it flows to the hot water sink or shower faucet. The lake water 
then flows through the sink or shower drain back into the ‘ake. in other words, | am not 
adding any water to the lake; all | am adding to the lake is the biodegradable soap | use 
for showering or for washing dishes. I'll be the first to admit that it is not a perfect system 
and that in the long term it is a problem that must be addressed, but to expect immediate 
compliance and installation of graywater holding tanks is, in my opinion, unreasonable. 

In the first place, | am probably doing no more harm to the lake than tent campers. 
How do tent campers clean themesives? They take a ber of soap and jump in the lake. If 
the NPS requires me to install e graywater holding tank, is the NPS going to pass a rule 
making it illegal for tent campers to take a bath in the lake? 

in the second piace, I'm not even sure | could install a graywater holding tank in my 
houseboat. While | have attempted to maintain my houseboat in very good condition, it is 
nevertheless a 1978 model and I'm not sure where | would or could install a 100 or 200 
galion graywater holding tank in the boat. And in the third piace, if | could and did install a 
graywater holding tank, where would | pump i out? Is the NPS prepared to install 
Qraywater pumping stations in the Park? 

The NPS admits that the elimination of its estimated 116,000 gallons of graywater 
per year would result in °. . negligible overall and minor to moderate localized benefits 
to water quailty. . . . ° (Page 1-235). If | am correct and the NPS's estimate of 116,000 
galtons of graywater per yeer is grossly exaggerated, that would mean the benefit, at this 
time. of requiring greywater holding tanks on all houseboats is truly negligible. While | 
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agree thai the NPS's plan requiring all houseboats to have a graywater holding tank is 
admirable, | am also of the opinion that al this time the computation of a cost to (true) 
benefit ratio of installing graywater holding tanks on houseboats and the funding and 
installation of graywater pumping stations by the NPS would reveal that the pian is also 
unreasonabie. 


4. Eee Vereus No-Fee Permit System: in my opinion, day-users have no or a 
negligible impact on the Park's resources and facilities. To require day-users to obtain a 
permit to enter the Park would result in public hostility toward the NPS and create an 
enforcement nightmare for the Park's Rangers. On the other hand, overnight users have 
@ major impact on the Park's resources and facilites. The NPS has to obtain accurate and 
reliable data Conceming who is spending nights in the Park and what they are doing. 
Unfortunately, the lowest cost approach for the NPS to obtain this information is probably 
through the imposition of an overnight permit system. 

Should the NPS charge a fee for an ovemight permit? The answer to that question 
depends on the purpose for the NPS's creation and imposition of an ovemight permit 
system. if the NPS's goal is to raise money, then by ali means the NPS should charge a 
fee. But if the NPS's goal is to obtain accurate and reliable Park user data, the imposition 
of a fee will probably have a negative effect on the accuracy and reliability of the data 
gathered through the overnight permit system. People are not going to be happy about 
having to obtain a permit to spend a night or nights in the Park. Charging a fee for the 
permit is probably afi the incentive some overnighters may need to encourage them to take 
@ chance and not obtain a permit, thereby rendering the data collected through the 
overnight permit system inaccurate and unreliable. 


5. Nuamber of Housebosts Par Site: | see where the NPS is continuing to advocate 
and allocate two houseboats per site. (Page |-87). | find this especially annoying and 
offending. Just like the tent campers, | enter the Park for a wilderness experience and 
would not appreciate and enjoy another houseboat sharing my site. Will tent campers be 
required to share a tent ste with other tent campers? 


6. Qvernigm Permita and Quotes: " ie clear that the NPS intends to create an 
overnight permit system for houseboats. (Pages |-vi and |-62). What is not clear to me from 
my reading of the Pian is whether tent campers will be required to obtain overnight permits. 


in my opinion, if the data gathered from an overnight permit system is to be of any use to 
the NPS, gi) overnight veers of the Park should be required to obtain a permit. 


Furthermore, since the NPS is putting a quota on houseboats, | was wondering whether 
@ Quota will be placed on tent campers? 
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7. inereseed Park Ranger Contact: | do not appreciate the idea of increased 
Contact with unformed Park Rangers as advocated by the NPS on Pages |-90 and |-91 of 
the Pian. | have not once in my years in the Park had an unpleasant encounter with a Park 
Ranger. Nevertheless, even when | know | have done nothing wrong, being approached 
dy a uniformed Park Ranger makes me nervous, arudous and apprehensive. This certainty 
Goes not contribute to a “wikdemess” experience. 


8.  Qvemight Use st Undeveloped Sites: | am concemed about the statement on 
Page 1-08 of the Plan that # the use of an undeveloped site was found to be 
“wappropriate’, the site would be closed. People use undeveloped sites because there is 
something about the site that draws them there. | don’! think it has anything to do with the 
aveliabiity of other sites. | have many times observed both tent campers and 
houseboaters set up on an undeveloped site when there are still plenty of developed sites 
eveitabie. Rather than closing the site, why dosen't the NPS simply acknowledge the tent 
campers’ and houseboaters’ clear preference for a certain site and develop the site? 

| have @ theory on the development of future sites that | heave shared with 
Superintendent West and that she has rejected. | might as well ty one more time to & 


That's &. Those are my comments on the Plan. After reading my comments, | 
you have drawn the conctusion that | em ant-tent camping end pro-houseboating. 
As | tied to expiain to Superintendent Weet. that is sinply not the case. My wile and | heve 


lif 


campers and hovssboaters. Unforunetely, in my opinion, the Plan obviously and 
es houseboat owners in tevor of offer users of the 
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if | had my choice of altematives, | would choose Ahemative No. | coupled with the 
Creation and implementation of an overnight no-tee perma system. The NPS doesn’! know 
who is using the Park end is spending money on facilities with no reliable data that 
inckcates that the facilites are needed. | would put a moratorium on the constructon of any 
new facilites unti after | had gathered enough information from the overnight no-fee 
permit system to enable me to make informed decisions. 


| think the NPS should investigate the of having one set of rules for the 
Namakan Basin and another set of rules for the Rainy Lake Basin. On my 4th of July trip 
into Lac La Crotx, | was surprised at the amount of boat traffic in the Namakan - Sand Point 
- Crane Lake corridor. Both the trip into Lac La Croix and the retum trip to Rainy Lake were 
made on weekdays. but the boat traffic wes still tar heever than ary weekend on Rainy 
Lake. If the results of the overnight no-fee permit system indicate the facilities in the Rainy 
Lake basin are not being stressed, then perhaps the best action in the Rainy Lake basin 
‘8 NO action. 


if you actually took the time to read ali of this and have now legitimately arrived at 
this pow in the letter, | thank you. 


Yours truly, 


Kan Lindquist 
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_¢ 93 ATTORNEY AT LAW 


Phone: (216) 773-8729 
Fax (218) 773-8860 





Dees Ma. Prryvytetu 


The purpose of this letter is to supplement my cormmnents contained in my letter to you dated 
July 27, 2000, conceming the Netonai Park Service's General Management Plan (Pian) for 
Voyageurs National Park (Park). 


nt wasn't long efter | purchased my housetost in 1904 thet | started hearing rumors thet 
Park Superimtandem Barbara West and the National Park Service (NPS) were trying to 
elrinate houseboets trom the Park | eftributed those rumors to e few hotheads and 
ignored them Now & appears the hofheads were right 


In the last twee yeers | have lost houseboal ecoses to two beaches on Rainy Lake. The 
NPS's 200 yerd rule elminated my vee of the small sand beach just to the north and weet 
of Big island tert site, and Supertmendent West's decision to create Windmill Rock View 
tert site eliminated my use of the emai sand beach just east of Finger Bay in Rainy Lake. 
These two sand beeches are now closed to houseboats even though the Plan on page |- 
163 states thet sand beeches make the most suitable Novesbos! sites. 


_etaneatanan ine 
houseboats in the Park are an endangered epecies. Please consider the 


1.  Bxivmte Mowesiest Ouate: The proposed action imits the number of private 
houseboats in the Rainy Lake basin to 10 per night. Why? What ie the justification for the 
Quota? Housebost owners and renters are the only Park viaitors to be placed under e quote 
system. Thafs discrimination. The problem ie even more severe than | realized when | 
wrote to you on July 27. 2000 | have since then found on page |-368 of the Plan that « 
houseboat is defined as“... watercraft wih on-board sleaping end tole facilites." My 
19 % foot Crestline cuddy-cabin runabout could. in a pinch. sleep two end ls equipped with 
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@ portable toilet. Does that make it a “‘housebosf”? Wil | be competing with the owners of 
ealboets and othe small Cuddy-cabine and medium cruisers with portable todets tor one 
of the proposed 10 overnight ‘Shouseboal’ permits? | find no justficaton in the Plan for a 
houseboet quota in erry quantity 


2 eking and inverse Condemnation: When | take my houseboat out of its slip and 
motor out into the lake. | always go to the Blueberry isiand area of Rainy Lake in the Park. 
That is just about the only area | have ever taken the houseboat. The beauty and 
eccessabiity of that area is why | purchased the houseboat If the NPS adopts e quota 
system on private houseboets thal substantially reduces my use and eryoyment of my 
houseboat in the Park, thet wil be a taking akin to an inverse condemnation. The ‘ar 
market value of my houseboat is probably in the neighborhood of $50,000 00. and it is by 
far not the nicest or tanciest private houseboat on the lake I! the 100 or so other owners 
of private Novesboats in the two basins shoui’ happen to agree with me that being bougit 
Out by the NPS wes preferable to just sitting on the dock, thai would amount to @ buyout of 
Five Milion dollars. Furthermore, since in my opinion it wil be impossible for the NPS to 
show any logical basis or rationale for its quote on private houseboats, | would be seelung 
special damages for the loses of my use end eyoyment of the Park in addition to fa 
compensation for my houseboat is Congress prenared to spend in excess of Five Milkon 
dollars jusi to eliminate private hoveebosis trom the Park? | reepectiuly suggest the NPS 
carefully reconsider its proposed quota sysieen on private > ueebosts in the Park. 


3. The Pian je Bieeed Against Houseboats: On page |- 103 of the Plan, the following 
staternerts may be found: “However, the absence of a houseboet quota would not ensure 
long-term, in-water balanced uses. possibly adversely affecting the experiences of othe 
perk visitors *. and “Since houseboats would not dominate in-water uses, other park vie#ors’ 
experiences would be enhanced.” and “Since housebosts would not dominate in-weter 
uses, other perk visitors’ experiences would be improved.” and “W the quote was reached. 
houseboats Could potentially dominate recreatonal activities. resulting in adverse unpects 
to the experiences of other perk visitors. * 

Additonal statements that Gustrate the Plan's bies against houseboats are as 
toBows “As a reeull, adverse impects parkwiite to the experiences of other pert visitors 
would occur.” (in discussing overnight houseboat use on page |-216): and “However, the 
absence of a housebost quote would not ensure belanced in-water use Over the long term. 
possibly resulting in adverse impacts to the experiences of other park visitors.” (in 
Giecuseing the same subject on page |-221). and “Since houseboats would not dominate 
in-water uses due to theese restrictions, positive impacts to the experience of other perk 
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uses, positive impacts to the experience of other park visitors would occur.” (Page |-272). 


statements, thereby leading me to believe that it is Superintendent West and the NPS that 
find houseboats so offensive. 

Furthermore, the following statement may be found commencing on page |-153 of 
the Plan, “Some visitors feel that noise from motorized uses reduces natural quiet."; and on 
page |-155 the Plan states that “Some visitors feel houseboats monopolize overnight use 
areas and visually dominate in-water recreational uses... .” Who are these visitors? Again, 
no references are cited. And how many visitors ave “some”? | imagine Superintendent West 
would reply, “More than a few but less than a bunch."! admit that “some” visitors to the Park 
seeking solitude and wildemess and minimum contact with other humans could find 
houseboats in the Park offensive, but these types of visitors already have thousands and 
thousands of acres of wilderness just east of the Park called the Boundary Waters Cance 
Area. They can go there to find the peace and solitude they seek. 


4 Regulation without Representation: On Page |-180 of the Plan appears the 
following statement: 


The visitor use data was supplemented by data gathered during this 
planning process, which included numerous meetings with service 
re es 


Did the NPS meet or discuss the proposed Plan with any private houseboat owners prior 
to the publication of the Pian? Certainty private houseboat owners are “park users”. | know 
that no one from the NPS contacted me. Furthermore, | do not see any names that would 
appear to represent the interests of private houseboat owners included in the list of 
consultants or contributors commencing on page |-383 of the Plan. And why were all of the 
public hearings on weekdays? The vast majority of private houseboat owners live and work 
miles from their houseboat slips, thereby making their attendance at a weekday public 
hearing, even an evening weekday public hearing, virtually impossible. Would it have been 
80 difficull to schedule a number of public hearings on a Saturday? The NPS is attempting 
to adopt rules and reguiations that severely limit private houseboat owners’ overnight use 
and enjoyment of the Park without making any apparent effort to diecuss or even disclose 
the rules and reguiations to those owners. 
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5. Bulemaking ina Vacuum: Why were no studies of the impact of private houseboats 
in the Park performed? The References Cited section of the Plan commencing on page |- 
360 takes the kitchen sink approach and cites everything from The Expenmental Effects of 
Off-Road Vehicie Sounds on Three Species of Desert Vertebrates (page |-361) to How 
Much is an Evening Grosbeak Worth? (Page |-379). Why couldn't | find a single reference 
entitied something like “The Short and Long Term Effects of Private Houseboat Use in 
Voyageurs National Park’? Would it be a fair assumption that since the NPS did not 
conduct such a study that the NPS must therefore be of the opinion that the short and long 
term effects of private houseboat use in the Park are negligible and therefore not worth 
studying? 

While | did not find any studies conceming private houseboat use in the Park cited 
in the Pian, | did find the following: “A number of assumptions were made. . . . in the 
absence of data . . . .” (Page |-177); and “Again, although no data are available... .“ (Page 
1-195); and “Given the assumptions .. . . The park has not collected water quality ¢ata al 
sites where houseboats moor... . Again, no park-specific data on this potential problem 
have been collected... .” (Page |-197); and “Without data, however, the impact is 
unknown.” (Page !-199). The Plan is based upon a series of assumptions because 
insufficient studies specific to the Park have been performed. The taxpayers’ dollars that 
were used to compile, produce and publish the 364 page four-pound Plan would have been 
better spent performing site specific studies to eliminate many of the assumptions made in 
the Pian. Until those assumptions are proved or disproved, the integrity of the Pian is at best 
questionable. 

The best exampie | can give of a NPS assumption that diminishes the integrity of the 
Plan is the NPS's assumption that houseboats generate 180 gallons of graywater per week 
(page |-177) which is the equivalent of 116,000 gallons of graywater per year (page !-235). 
All of the discussion in the Pian pertaining to houseboat graywater is absolutely 
meaningless because ,“.. no research exists on the extent of this problem, or whether i 
is a problem at all. Therefore, the impact of graywater is unknown.” (Page |-202). The NPS's 
Publication of the Plan was premature. All implementation of any of the proposals in the 
Pian should be postponed until site specific studies can be performed to either prove or 
disprove all of the assumptions upon which the Plan is based. 


6. Housebosts are Environmentally Friendly: | don't understand the NPS's obvious 
Prejudice against houseboats. The use of houseboats permits visitors to participate in an 
overnight experience in the Park in a manner that is less intrusive and harmiul to the 
environment than tent camping. Houseboats are sell-comtained, and houseboaters bring 
out of the Park what they bring in. Houseboat sites in the Park are, for the most part, free 
of human waste because houseboats have toilets and waste holding tanks. Wak carefully 
just beyond the perimeter of most tent camping sites and you will find mound after mound 
of human waste and toilet paper. | realize the NPS has constructed pit or vault toilets at its 
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tent camping sites, but what the NPS either doesn't know or won't admit is that the majority 
of tent campers are not using the tollets provided by the NPS. The reason is obvious. The 
tollets smell and are full of fies, making for a very unpleasant experience. 

The vegetation and soil at tent camping sites is trampled and decimated over a much 
greater area and to a much greater extent than at houseboat sites. Again, the reason is 
Obvious. Tent campers spent 100% of their shoretme on the ground, while houseboaters 
spent the vast majority of their shoretime on the houseboat. Furthermore, houseboal sites 
cost the NPS next to nothing. All that is required at a houseboat site is a sign and a firering. 
Tent camping sites not only require a sign and a firering, but in addition are furnished with 
beer boxes, picnic tables, tent pads, and docks that have to be maintained, and pit or vaull 
toilets that have to be pumped. li seems to me that the cost, both to the environment and 
the taxpayer, is substantially less when visitors enjoy the Park via a houseboat rather than 
tent camping. The NPS should be encouraging the use of houseboats in the Park rather 
than trying to regulate them out of the Park. 


There is one other subject | want to bring up before closing this letter. My mother is 
85 years old and my mother-in-law will be celebrating her 80” birthday on September 2 of 
this year. They have both experienced the beauty of the Park on my houseboat As a result 
of the natural aging process, the only way they can continue to enjoy an evening in the Park 
is on a houseboat. it appears to me that the NPS's attempi to discriminate against 
s+ \—eeeessttpasaaeramsst emai inte 


In closing, | would like to add my voice to the chorus of others calling for an extension 
of the time to comment on the Pian. The Pian bears the date of June 2000 and | don't 
belleve | received my copy until July of this year. Every time | read the Pian | have more 
Questions. What's the big hurry? its aimost as if the NPS knows the Plan is flawed and 
wants to rush it through before too many people have the opportunity to study the Plan. if 
the Plan is solid it should stand the test of several more months of study. Extend the tirne 
to comment. 


Yours truly, 


BOF aL 
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Author: “Wayne Lindstrom" <linds® yeeil.com> et np--internet 
Date: 09/05/2000 10:17 AM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at MP-VOYA 
Subject: VNP General Management Plan 


To Voyoguers National Park Service, 
Mr. and Mre. Wayne G. Lindstros 


Attention: Kathleen Przybyleki 
2201 CT. BD. 109 


International Palis, 
re. 56649 


September $2000 


Dear Ms. Praybyleki. 


We are writing in regard to the General Management Plan that has recently been 
brought forth concerning the long range asnagement, environmental] impect and 
visitor use of re National Park. We request that the date of September 
22, 2000 for consideration and evaluation of the proposed plan be extended. The 
documents put forth are very difficult to understand for the average person. 


We have currently lived in the local area for nearly 10 years, returning after 
20 years active duty in the Air Porce. We frequently travel and enjoy the Rainy 
Lake area ackowledging the treasure it is and how isportast is is to future 
generations. 


As owners of a 34 foot self contained housebost we find it necessary to voice 
our concern and disbelief that the proposed plan would only sliow 10 private 
houseboats use of the srea at any one time, not to aention the inconvience of 
making reservations. With unpredictable weether . varied work schedules and the 
like we gost often use our boat with little long range plenning unless family 
from out of town were to join ue. 


We aleo question the definition of “houseboat™ as there are sany vessele thet 
are self contained, as far as bleck weter systems, and many gore that have 
sleeping facilities. Namely larger ssiling boste and many cabin cruisers “ould 
they aleo fall into this category and be veing for the same 10 permits? We moor 
our boat at Seegert's Marina end there ere currently 18 vessels that would fit 
this classification. We feel it is diecriminatiory that you should be limiting 
housebost use for WO documented reason. We question whether or not an 
environmental impact study hes been done recently. It is our understanding that 
the water quality testing Gone in 1968 shows no difinitive evidence of damage 
from housebosts. 


We hope that you will consider our request to extend the deadline for discussion 
and feedback regarding thie very important proposed General Management Plen It 


has been difficult to study the 660+ pages set forth . Thank you for your tine 
and consideration. 


Respectfully. 
Wayne and Nancy Lindstrom 


YAS 





7 





97h 


SISNOdSIY GNV SLNIWWO,) °Z7 INN TOA 








Author: Dennis Litton <alléwonsearthlink.net> at np--internet 
10/05/2000 4:20 PM 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at MP-VOYA 


It has come to ay attention that NPS 

Voyageurs. I would like to state ay support for GMP Alternative Wo. 2 
I encourage the NPS to develop « houseboat plan that is compatible with 
that plan. And I 1 

he 


. and friends in Minnisota, so 
visiting Voyageurs WP and experiencing ite naturel 


st. 
Coste » CA $2627 
(949) 631-2532 
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Author: jr -Com at np--internet 
Date: 10/15/2000 3:38 baal 
Bormal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at MP-VOYA 

TO: twe-lobby@client-msil.com at NP-- INTERNET 
Subject: Protect Voyageurs - -eslect Alt 2. in Gap 

Ate e tree enw w wenn e ween nn en en ereeewees Message Contents 


Kathleen Prsybyleki 
@w coordinator 


3131 Mighwey 53 
International Palls, mi $6649 


Dear Ms. Prsybyleki: 


Motorized, self propelled vehicles have been 
assaulting the physical landscape of America 


sprawling Wopleces that blight our coutry today. 

The motor vehicle aseault against wild places, and 
specifically egainst the National Parks has increased 

over the last SO years as new vehicles have been 

developed such as snowmobiles, off road vehicles of 

various types, floatplanes. and God-knows what else. 

The remaking of National Parks into Disneylands and Daytona 
Beaches qust not be allowed to happen. 


I strongly urge the HPS to stand firm agsinst motor vehicle 
wee and I vigorously applaud the MPS decision to get rid of 
snowmobiles from Yellowstone, a) a 4 year transition 
period is too long. 4 days notice would be more than 
sufficient. 


the country continues to explode, and 
to the Parke for relief from congestion, 
to the 


a t make sure that people don't bring 
their probleme with them, i.e. 


to 
their motor se wehhehes. 
I visited Bryce Canyon NP 
this summer on my bicycle 
I live in Maine and don't 


I strongly favor the po 
private vehicle use ins of the Parke. I aleo favor a policy restricting 
the number of people thet can be in a National Park at any one time. 


eee 


The NPS has got to be strong in the defense of restricting 

or eliminating motor vehicles in the Parks because 

pM os ony is only going to get worse, not only becavee of 

ation increase but also because of 

new . 

I would not be at al] surprised if the recreational 

vehicle industry a Beye @ personal flying machine (PYM), a sort of 
4 What are you going to = 


that it would be better to nave 
@ policy in place to deal with these possible developmente. 
On @ national level that policy ie called the Wilderness 
Act. If the National Parke are the best idea that America 
has ever hed, then the Wilderness Act is beet means of 
implementing that ides. 


I favor strong protection of Voyegeurs National Park. 
I believe that the park should be managed for the full 
range of values our parke are meant to protect, not just 


for the unreasonable demands made by « handful of people 
who live near it or want to profit from it. 


To that end, please select Alternative 2 of the General 
In particuler, I: 
1 


imiting the number of houseboats that 


| 
gE 


proposal to keep floatplane use at its current 
in the park; 


- Insist om an end to snowmobile recing ia the park (so-called 
*redar runs“). Such activities are inappropriete in a national 
park and there is no of venues elsewhere on 
Minnesota's 15,000 lakes; 


- Strongly support the completion of « houseboat management 
plen that would follow the GaP; 


from International Palis in 
park and 

a © Sw eo 
the four park visitor centers; and, 
- Urge the National Park Service to develop sore opportunities 
for non-motorized use and end the lopsided balance in favor of 
motores. 
Thank you for selecting ALTERNATIVE 2 in the GMP. 


Sincerely, 


John BR. 

121 Ocean Ave. 
Portland ME 04103 
jrlong@msine.rr.cos 
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Deer Congressman/Senator 


The U.S. Department of the interior, National Park Service, has develop. : 

& proposed General Management Plan and Visitor Use and Facilities Fix 
for Voyageurs National Park. This proposed pian was developed fror ihree 
ahemative plans, which had minimal public input. 


Kenbyalar + Bormis X—b 


Signature and Address 
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Ruth Henriquez Lyon ~s. 
7170 Woodhaven Lane. Duluth MN 55803 





October 18, 2000 


Barbera West 


Supenntendest 

Voyageurs National Park 
3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, MN 56649 


Dear Ms. West. 


Thus letter concerns the June 2000 draft General Management Plan for Voyageurs 
National Park. This plan makes i clear thet your vimon for the park, which emphasizes 
its natural resource value, is positive and constructive. 


We hope you will choose Alternative 2 for managing Voyageurs National Park in the 
future The most important feature of thus proposal is the ban on floatplanes, as well as 
the umportamt demgnation of no-wake areas Furthermore, we feel that motorized 
vetacies have no place in what is supposed to be a wilderness area—thus we hope you 
will conmder ways to lessen the nose of snowmobiles in the perk 


Finally, we support removing the Chen of Lakes trail on the Kabetogams Pemnsuls 


Sincerely, 








syonpiaipuy 


cer 
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Author: David & Bonnie MacLean <birchpt@boreal.org> at np--internet 
Date: 10/02/2000 6:21 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at MP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs National Park 

atten eset aren ewww nen ween wee ene nene Message Contents 

The following are our views regarding Voyageurs National Park: 


- Please keep floatplane use the same, oppose any commercial floatplane 
use 


~- Use a free permit system, which makes sense for Voyageurs many, seny 
entrances to help park managers get better statistics on park usage 


- Please end snowmobile racing in the park (called “radar runs"; . 
These races are inappropriate in our national park and there is no 
shortage of other available lakes in Minnesote for snowmobile racing 


- I strongly support the completion of a houseboat management plan 
that would follow the Gup 


- I support moving park ere from international Falls in 
Koochiching County, « hotbed of hostility toward the park and its 
management staff, south to Orr in St. Lowis County which contains over 
90 percent of the park and is closer to three of the four park visitor 
centers 


- Please develop more opportunities for non-motorized use and 
end the lopsided balance in favor of motors at Voyageurs ¥.P. 


David and Bonnie MacLean 
76 Walter Ad. 

Grand Marais, Mi 55604-2270 
birchpt@boreal .org 
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Author: Dale Maenke@entegris.com at np--internet 
Date: 08/24/2000 9:03 aN 


aware of the “Jume 2000 Draft Voyageurs National Park General Plan“ through 
a friend who A. ~~ visits Rainy Lake. He alerted ae to this plan as he 
knew that I and other friends make frequent overnight camping/fishing trips 


to Kabetogama and Namakan Lakes. My family and other relatives regularly 
enjoy VNP through resorts at the Ash River Trail also. I have been 
enjoying what is now VNP for 34 years. My wife and her family have been 
vur for over 60 years. 


I'll save a lot of typing for me, and reading for you, by saying that I 


Especially, I am against implementing a permit system for overnight camping 
in the park. I just don't see the need. 


Short and sweet, these are my comments. I believe that Mr. Lindquist is a 
voice of reason that you should pay particular attention to. 


Regards, 

Dale Maenke 

601 Saratoga Court 
Chaska, Mf $5318 
T - 952-446-9474 
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Oct II, 2006 


Ms barbara Wat, SucgatrinT borden 
Voyageure National fack , 

3171 Hwy £3 sted, 
Suterntiondl Falla, Ma. 56699-P Gey 


Re: Generk Marngemat Aa. - Environment lAtaanal 


Thank You fy the oppetuncty Te Comment on The 
eheve inhalive. Vive revised F With Caspect To 
Cnsurioryy te fete of Snowmobile Trois wrthin the 
perk, bet, on The Laks and pry laner. 


Fest, J want To Thank You Onud your stetf 

Be Working with Tht locek Communcticn and 
Sredmrobts hudt B enreve basins a gook 
Soret fe vee paw {f~ Voy ageure National Pork. 
J purronelly have euyoyed te iter Fash; of the 
pork. L apprecilt having marked Wade wo lake 
Kabelogama. 


I thek Fis a goed ales. Te vevoule the accese 
Trt gory Te Chan of lates Wark junction, 
Alto, t deca: reaconalla Toe Combine The Truck 
Prone and tnevmebslt portage of Croce lake. 
The Portage Tend % be reus, coves Hey one, 
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16222 Mosserey Lane, #223 ee 


October & 2000 


Kathisen Prrybyteh. Coordmator 
Genera’ Management Ps, 
Voyageurs Nenoaa! Park 
3131 Highway 53 
lmeermenomel Falla, MN 56649 


Re (omer) Managemen Pies 
Dear Coordinator Przybyteki: 


Stamp euganot Siematiee 3 <iee Guiting Go Games tangas Sek 
The needs to be protected pene oo 

Se Se an an ins cee dian an, tendons 
plans for the Part and we know they can be difficul For the sake of ow grandhsds (and 
theers). we ask that the Netonal Part Service hang tough and hold ow for widernrss 


The Genera Management Pian should 


@ = protbe mowmobde races @ the part. 

@ probe commerce finetplane use @ the part. 

© tee the mamber of boussboats that can be @ the part of amy one (ane. 
© estabbsd » perms system for overmght vision. 

@ ave the part headquarters to On 


Agam, we ash thet theme wonderfid pubic lands be protected by the adopts of 
Abernstrve 2 and asking for wilderness demgnatwe for the huge even withe thr part 
wach » satable We beve precious ite wilderness left anc con if afford to ier any 
more 


Severed 


poe oe 
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July 26, 2000 


Voyegeure Mationel Park 
3131 Highwey 53 
Internetionsl Felis, HH 56649 


RE: Generel Henagesent Pian 


I ef & privete hoveeboet owner in VYoyegevure Hetionel Perk. I 
ee writting te you of sy concern for the preposed generei 
senegevent pier. 


There ere en estiasted 25 - 38 privete hoveeboets in the 
lower basin of the perk. Alternetives two end three of the 
pien propose « houseboet pereit systes vith only 18 privete 
housebest pereite per besin end 46-68 coesercisl peraite. 


I etrengly believe coeserciel hoveebost veers heve « far 
@reeter negetive inpect on the environsent then privete 
ovnere vhoe consider VYoyegere Betionel Perk “our park"; yet ve 
elec contribute our dollere te the eceonesic envirensent. But 
Privete hovsebesetes ere lisited te 16 persite in two of your 
eliternetives, while the nueber of cosserciel persite 
increeses. Whet ere the slternetives for the reusining 
privete housebeet owners? Perhepe the present privete boete 
covld be grendfiethered inte whetever slternetive chosen. 


Yo offeet perk operstion coete, possibly « fee syetee sight 
be eet up sisiler te stete perks, with the purchese of « 
Geily, weekly, or yeerly sticker free which « perk veer 
@etieete could be obteined. 


I euppert the preservetion of ovr neturel resources, but with 
the idee of saving thee fer everyene te enjoy. 


ly. 


Chee Thorton 


263% 2nd Ave Beet 
Mibbing, BH 35746 
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Bency Merzen «<nmarzen@excite com> et nap-- internet 
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Author: “Mast; David" <DMast@emdc.org> at np-- internet 
Date: 08/04/2000 3:04 PM 

Norma) 

TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: 

s Seem ecccccccccceccccceccecs ~s+=----- Message Contents 


Please forward me a copy of scheduled meetings and proposed legislation. 
(Though working people never have time to attend.) 

Perhape cap the total number of houseboats but no other restrictions should 
be needed at this time. Also please remember that there needs to be an 
exemption to any of these laws to US citizens who own land in Canada. 


Purther restriction is also against Article II of the 1842 Webster-Ashberton 
Treaty: 


ARTICLE I1. 


It i@ moreover agreed, that from the place where the joint Commissioners 
terminated their labors under the sixth article of the Treaty of Ghent 
<«ghent .htm>, to wit: at a point in the Neebieh Channel, near Muddy Lake, the 
line shall run into and along the ship channel between Saint Joseph and St. 
Tammany Islands, to the division of the channel at or near the head of St. 
Joseph's Island; thence, turning eastwardly and northwardly, around the lower 
end of se George's or Sugar Island, and following the middle of the channe) 
which divides 8t. George's from se Joseph's Island; thence, up the east 
Neebish channel, nearest to St. George's Island, through the middle of Lake 
George; -thence, west of Jonas' Island, into 8t. Mary's river, to a point in 
the middle of that river, about one mile above St. George's or Sugar Island, 
80 as to appropriate and assign the said Island to the United States; thence, 
adopting the line traced on the maps by the Commissioners, thro’ the river 
St. Mary and Lake Superior, to @ point north of Ile Royale in said Lake, one 
hundred yards to the north and east of Ile Chapeau, which last mentioned 
Island lies near the northeastern point of Ile Royale, where the line marked 
by the Commissioners terminates; and from the last mentioned point, 
southwesterly, through the middle of the Sound between ile Royale and the 
northwestern mainland, to the mouth of Pigeon river, end up the said river 
to, and through, the north and south Fowl Lakes, to the Lakes of the height 
of land between Lake Superior and the Lake of the Woods; thence, slong the 
water-communication to Lake Saisaginage, and through that Lake; thence, to 
and through Cypress Lake, Lac du Bois Blanc, Lac la Croix, Little Vermilion 
Lake, and Lake Namecan, and through the several smaller lakes, straights, or 
streams, connecting the lakes here mentioned, to that point in Lec le Pluie, 
or Rainy Lake, at the Chaudiere Falls, from which the Commissioners traced 
the line to the most northwestern point of the Lake of the Woods, -thence, 
along the ssid line to the said most northwestern point, being in latitude 
49° 23°55" north, and in longitude 95°14'36* west from the Observatory at 
Greenwich; thence, according to existing treaties,! due south to ite 
intersection with the 49th parallel of north latitude, and along that 
parallel to the Rocky Mountains. It being underetood that all the 
water-communications, and all the usual porteges slong the line from Lake 
Superior to the Lake of the Woods; and aleo Grand Portege, from the shore of 
Lake Superior to the Pigeon river, as now actually used, shall be free and 
open to the use of the citizens and subjects of both countries. 


DJ Mast MD 

2329 Prederick st. 
Duluth, a 

$5803 


Aect GNP 8-71-00 
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Author: ‘john mathwin* <jmathwin@hotmail.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/15/2000 12:21 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Preyby)ski at NP-VOYA 

Subject: A little peace 

Stee eee eee seen wee nnn eneeeseseeecesens Message Contents 

Dear Kathleen, 


There are increasingly few pleces where nature is undisturbed by loud noises 
trom engines. Please preserve those few places. I think only about 1% of 
the nation's lakes prohibit motors. Lets keep at least 1%. 

Sincerely, 


John Mathwin 
13515 Crispin Way 
Rockville MD 20853 





Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http: //wew. hotmail.com. 


Share information about yourself, create your own public profile at 
http://profiles.men.com. 
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Qovernar Jesse Ventas 

130 Sense Capital ee 

73 Constinaion Ave. : e 
S% Pel. MN 55155 "“Siees Ge ts « 4 


Qovermor Ventura. 


Thats better bs in regarsts to the proposed changes in Voyageurs Mational Park as described in 
the Oraft of General Managemert Plan / Cnvironmertal bnpect Statement and Visitor Une 
and Paciiities Plan of June 2000. 


Ae a frequent veer of this park. Bt is my belief that the cazrent park management and staf! 
are doing an caceient job in the enforcement and administration of this park. | also 
betieve that being a user of the park & le my job to wark with the park staff to heep the 
natural beauty of this park alive. 


Being en occupant of a privaiely owned houseboat. the proposed changes concern me a 
geat dval. 


My greatest concern is the proposed issuance of pernita. There are 28 privateiy owned 
houseboats in the Mamaitdn basin of the park. This proposal allows for a mere i 0 permits 
to be issued to privately owned housebosts. The propcsal states that houseboat rental 
companies are allowed « Combined total of 50 houseboats. This to me le under as weil as 
diecrtminatory to the private owners. Bt seemn to me the best way to lasue these permits in 
8 fay and nondiecriminatory way. would be to issue permits to all privately owned 

house boats. 


in regards to park use by housebosters. Being the occupant of privately owned houseboat. 
| have rarely seen more than 4 or 5 people on the bost. The rental houseboats. on the 
other hand. can have up to 20 people per boat. | have seen the occupants of these bouts 
host loud parties. leave trash in the water and diapiny complete disrespect for the park. 


Being frequent users of the part. | believe we (housebosters) are an asset to the park. We 
have helped m reporting and controditig fives in the park. We have Geaned up after 
Gercepecthi park users. We heve 8 ganuine love for the land and waters of this beautiful 
park and wet, to continue our bosting way of fe. 


in Closing, | would Mixa tc) state that | am « member of the Voyageur Country Houseboat 
Association. a group of private housebost owners that heve a true love for tds park We 
believe we are an asset to the park and we want to maintain ow stewardship wih R. i ask 
you to support us in our efforts to maintain our houseboating way of fe and to suppr 71 the 
Akernative ¢| “Present Course of Action (No Action)’ portion of the draft of June 2000 far 
Changes tn Voyegeur National Park. 


Sincerely. 
Ort E. Matson susee Pedenen OF NW 
St Francis, MN $8070 


Arrived via BNR 
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Eden Prairie, MN 55347 
(612)944-7666 (800)456-0246 





sponpialpul 





OrF 


S3SNOdS3Y GNY SLNIWWO) :7 INNTOA 








Author: Skyli “cAfese <smcafee@ucdaevis.edu> at np-- internet 
Dete: 10/05/2000 4:34 Pm 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: voyegeurs nations) park 


I'm begging you to do what you can to keep motorized traffic froa 
Geteriorating the quality of wilderness in the Voyageurs Nations) Park. 
Please limit the number of houseboats, floatplanes, and snownobiles. There 
are plenty other pleces for this type of recreation in Minnesota; the 
voyageurs Mational Park is unique and should be kept as pristine as 
possible. 


I strongly encowrage you to support “Alternative 2* which provides for 
bet.ter environmental and resource protection for the park. 


Please, do the right thing, for the earth. the animals and our future. 
Thank you, 





Skyli McAfee 

Bodega Marine Laboratory 
University of California 
2099 Westside Road 
Bodege Bay, CA 94923 


(707) 674-1922 
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Author: “mac 409° «mac 409@emeil men com> at np--isternet 
Date: 10/23/2000 3:34 PM 
Norma) 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at WP-VOYA 

Subject: V.".P 

sss ceeecaseerecssenesesssscesesesese Message Contents 

It would be ay opinion that there should be NO changes in the way Voyageurs 
Wational Park is run now. I do « number of day trips in the area to fish and I 
don't see where this should change. 


In no way should the Park Service take over the job of fisheries mgt. from the 
Minnesota D.N.R. 


Mike McBride 
Coon Rapids, Minnesota 
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«Message Contests 


“mebride* «mchride@northwinds net> et ap--internet 
Thank you for offering this evenue to comment on the proposed plane 





exist to prove the impect of these veesaie ie: grey weter contamination 


better able to justify theic sumber of visitors Mo permite for overnight 
private houseboate is premature et thie tige as agein your science Goes not 


Short end to the poiat. so cape et thie tige until euch time the park ic 
visitetion es numbers Gon't justify « seed. I think a Giecisios to limit 
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*Ghane McBride" «shane acbrige@dar state anp.us> at ap-- internet 
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21913 Lakeland 
St Clas Shores 
MI, 48081 


it would alec be 
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benefit of thew 
space outmde of the Nemonal Park property 


| was quite dastressed to read about the problems facing Voyageurs 
activities. More specifically, | support GMP Ak 2 ase 


Nanonal Park Accordang to the arncie | read the part 1 
the part. The unpact  spowmobsdes, motor boats and ORV should be 


greatly lumised. T)are is plenty of 


masters | urge you to bag tough and preserve the wiidcrness 
for suck 


Deer Ms Przbytaia, 
wing loomes best on destro-rng «, probably for the 
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Thank you for sending me a capy of the EIS for 
Voyagsure Nagonei Part General Management Plan in tw 
1970's | was project leader (and co-project leader with Or V 
C Kurmis) of resources basic rwentory and primary plart 


The proposed action probably is the most togica/ 
Courses, given the nature of recreation and social-poitica’ 
pressures in Northern Minnesota Personally, | would move 
in re Girection of as much wikderness protection as is 
feacibte (as in ARernative 2). The use of onty developed 
overnigra camp sites could in the long run be lese 
environmentally damaging then free range foraging. 


8 te say epperent that the Nators Part Seruce has 
been painted into a comer on the use of motors on interior 
takes However, there is eff « Voyageurs National Park. 
And tis was not @ aiicertain in the early 1970's Keep up 
the noble struggle 
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Author: ‘Sart PF. Miller" <bmiller@lewfund org> et ap--internet 
Dete: 10/10/2000 4:26 ™& 

Borwal 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et 4P-VOTA 

Subject: Comments on Voyageurs Bational Park 

CPS OOSSOSSSSSOSS SESH SSOLSSSSSSOOSES® Message Contents 


Please accept sy comments on the Voyegeure Mational Perk Generel 
Manegement Plan (GMP) . 


I heve visited northers Mianesote for summer cance trips end know 
a BRD RA EY OP A A 
excellent habitet for native plante and aenimsle, and for limited human, 
non-motorized use. 


Tt ie clear the Park ie under incressing threat from sotorized users, 
including snowmobiles in the winter and flostplanes, housebouts, and 
(until very recestiy) jetekie in the evamer. The Perk ie a gee for 
non-motorized wee and should contrect, not expand, the eveilebility for 
motorised use. Most a1] of the Park ie eligible for wilderness 
protection end should protect ite pristine condition to the greatest 
extent possible, to keep it's eligibility elive end well 


The Park Service should use the GW to protect and restore Voyegeurs, 
not to semorialize or increase sotorised use. 
Severe) perticuler pointe: 

The Park should not continue to be « thoroughfare for 
enownobiles or other gotorised creft thet seek access to adjoining stete 
lands 

Snowsobile recing in the Park should be permanentiy banned. 
Running races end other human-powered sporting events are not sllowed in 
the Metionel Perk system. So exception should be sake for sotorised 
ueers. 

The idea of «4 FREE permit syetes for overnight use of the Park 
ie @ good idea. 

The Park's heed@quarters should move to Orr, in St. Louis County, 
which contains over 90% of the Park. 

The GP should include epecific conservetion/preservetion plens 
for federe) and etete epecies of concern (like wolves and eagles) #0 
thet motorised end non-motorized wees can be tailored to evoid impacting 
native fauna. 

Support “Alternative 2°, which prowides the best environmente) 
and resource protection plen 


Pleane de your best to keep Voyageurs euch « very especial plece 
Bert © Miller 


82) Cypress Drive 
Boulder, CO 6030) 
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Author: Steven Miller <millersmj@earthlink.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/21/2060 68:53 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 

Subject: General Management Plan 

SPSS MSPS SCS SEVERE LSSROESC CRC oSesceee Message Contents 

Dear Ms. West: 

Regarding the General Management Plan for Voyageurs National Park, I 
recommend using "Alternative 2", which seems to offer the best means of 
sustaining the unique qualities of this park. I think it is very 
important that there be fewer areas in the park where motorized vehicles 
(snowmobiles, floatplanes, boat engines) be allowed, since in the 
wilderness we shouldn't have to smell engine exhaust or hear the sound 
of engines. 

Thanks for considering my opinion. 

Steven Miller 
4106 S7th Street Lane, N.W. 
Rochester, MN 55901 
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Dear Congressmar/Senator 
The U.S. Department of the interior, National Park 

a proposed Generali Management Plan and Visitor Use art Facilites Plan 
for Voyageurs National Park. This proposed plan was developed from three 
alternative plans, which had minimal public input. ve 


| strongly urge you to support Alternative Pian 1: Presant Course of 
Action (No Action), Please submit your own written commertts, 
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Author: Joyce Mireault <jmireault@htklatzky.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/01/2000 11:50 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Opposition to General Mget Plan 

werent terete cee n wenn cere een eneece Message Contents 

We are extremely opposed to the sage of the Voyageurs National Park 
Proposed General Management Plan if it includes discriminatory measures 
against particular groups. The overall plan and spirit of the plan are 


positive, but to single out one group of tourist/business segment is 
unconstitutional!!! ! 


There are several portions of this plan that are high discriminatory 
towards the usage of houseboats in the park and that do not restrict 
other motorized vehicles in the same manner or other tourist groups. 
1) Permit System - not required for any other park user 

2)Houseboat Quota - no limitation on any other type of 
motorized/non-motorized watercraft 

3)Sanitation-No research, no criteria at present for receiving 
sanitation system compliance certificates - AND no rements for 
other park users. Note - already a complying to toilet water be 
contained in holding tanks. 

4)8conomic Impact - there is no doubt that reducing the number of 
available houseboats would impact the area - the only time our 
visite this area in the summer is for an annual houseboat trip!!! 


Parts of this plan also send « message to visitors that the park is 
picking and choosing who will be using the area, which in itself is 
quite discriminatory - the Voyageur National Park should no doubt be 
taken care of and I think everyone who visits is dedicated to that 
mission - but the rules should be the same for all. 





YU 





Author: Joyce Mireault <jmireault@htklatzky.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/01/2000 11:56 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: (Fwd: Opposition to General Mgmt Plan) 

wate ete eee nnn n eee n nn rene eeeereeee Message Contents 

I failed to include the plan we would like to support. Please support 
Alternative Plan 1: Present Course of Action (No Action) 
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Author: “Joyce Mireault* <jmireault@htklatsky.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/07/2000 6:32 AK 

Bormal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at WP-VOYA 

Subject: RE: Opposition to General Mget Plan 

Haare tere ewer rere ewes wenn wenn neces Message Contents 

4302 Turner Rd. 

Duluth, MF 55803 


-----Original Message ---- - 

From: Kathleen Praybyleki (mailto:Kathleen_Praybylskie@nps gov) 
Sent: Wednesday, September 06, 2000 1:16 PM 

To: Joyce Mireault 

Subject: Re: Opposition to General Mget Plan 


Thank you for commenting. Please send me your mailing eddress to 
accompany your comments. 


Thank you, 
Kathleen 


Reply Separator 


Subject: Opposition to General Mget Plan 
Author: Joyce Mireault <jmireault@htklatzky.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/01/2000 11:50 AM 








We are extremely opposed to the passage of the Voyageurs National Park 
Proposed General Management Plan if it includes discriminatory measures 
against particular groups. The overall plan and epirit of the plan are 
positive, but to single out one group of tourist/business segment is 
unconstitutional!!! ! 


There are several portions of thie plan that are high discriminatory 
towards the usage of houseboats in the park and that do not restrict 
other motorised vehicles in the seme manner or other tourict groups. 
1) Permit System - not required for any other park user 

2) Houseboat Quote - no limitation on any other type of 
motorized/non-motorized watercraft 

3) Sanitation-No research, no criteria at present for receiving 
sanitation syetes compliance certificates - AND no requirevents for 
other park users. Note - slready a complying to toilet water be 
contained in holding tanke. 

4) Economic Impact - there is no doubt that reducing the number of 
available houseboats would impect the area - the only time our 
visite thie area in the summer is for an annual houseboat trip!!! 


Parte of this plen aleo send a message to visitors that the perk is 
picking and choosing who will be using the area, which in itself is 
quite discriminatory - the Voyageur Mational Park should no doubt be 
taken care of and I think everyone who visite ie dedicated to that 
mission - but the rules should be the same for all. 
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Ernie Mitchell’s Office 
TEL & FAX: 218.757.3105 
POB 118, 10575 KING ROAD, ORR MN. $5771.0118 


Hello. 25 Aug 2k 


Thank you for taking my telephone call this morning concerning the proposed general 
management plans for Voyageurs National Park Even though as you confirmed that the 
houseboat! proposals in the plan options do not apply to my situabon | fee! 11 appropnate 
and hopefully beneficial to forward my observations and comments as a boater of twelve 
years at Voyageurs. 


I have been a happy (not always delighted buy always happy) visitor to Voyageurs 
National Park since 1989 when | moved my 25 feet Bayliner Cabin Cruiser, The 
Moonlight Lady, from Y uppre infested Lake Minnetonka to the Serenity of Nelsons 
Resort on Crank Lake. In 1994 I bought a piece of land on Northwest Bay in Crane Lake 
and last year | moved to Orr on a permanent basis. The park represents a very part of my 
hfe 


I am most likely not your typical visitor to the park. During my carly years at Voyageurs | 
had much frustrabon concerning the commercial houseboats and the camp sights in 
looking back | guess | was no better than the people | was frustrated with because | too 
also wanted/needed to be up a camp sight for the night and no doubt occupied sights 
intended for tent campers 


There was a ume when it seemed hke the housebdoai concessionaires were putting 
unlumited numbers of houseboat on the water and everywhere you looked, ai every 
campsight there was another commercial housebosi chucked full of for the most part 
what | had fled from when | left Minnetonka There was a time that it seerned like the 
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whole of VNP had been built for the benefit of a few commercial houseboat 
concessionmres Al one time | think, because of low attendance thal the commercial 
houseboats were catered to by the park service because they may have been looked at as 
the quickest way to build traffic numbers into the park This 1s only a personal 
observanon and | mean no cnticism. The long term problem with so many commercial 
houseboats that are now on the sysiem is that they have probably discouraged and dnven 
away conventional campers (tentersjand people who don't have the ways and means to 
rent a houseboat. There is also the dilemma that now that they are on the basins they 
require overmght beaching facilipes and also tend '0 squeeze out private houscboaiers. 


In 1996 | put my frustranons aside by invesiing in and learning how to anchor my boat for 
the evening Today, if | were in Hammer Bay (my favorite place) and if all of the camp 
sights were vacant | would sti!l choose to anchor and not beach ai a campsight. When you 
anchor a boat the slightest breeze blows the boai away from the anchor thereby keeping 
the bow pointed into the wind. Thus allows the front hatch to scoop up the breeze and 
keeps things cool When beached at a campsigh! the bugs are worse, there 1s seldom a 
cool breeze and you never know that 1s going to walk into a wel! used campsight in the 
middie of the night. And last, the view of he sky and the water, out on the lake in some 
secluded cove (sway from the crowd) 1s much better than being tucked into campsight. 
Even if you want to beach a cruiser there are very few places that you can do so because 
of the rocks as most cruisers are fiberglass and only an id201 would beach one on anything 
but sand whach limits one's options 


There is a art to anchonng and | don't think it 1s for everyone A large houseboat with 
I's wind resistance and weight would take some substantial ground tackle to property 
safely and securely anchor There are people who rent 40 foot houseboats who have 
never been in a row boat It 1s beyond me how you have to have traning to dnve a car or 
truck but you can step on board a houseboat the size of a ship without even a general 
knowledge of the rules of the road (1s the nght of way port or starboard”) and away you 
go 


The other day | counted |8 people on top uf a commercial houseboat If these people 
spend a week in some cove there 1s gong to be a lot of gray water expelled into the 
system. Thus 1s not nght although there may not be much that can be done about 1 as | 
beheve this sort of thing comes under Coast Guard regulatons and they seem to condone 
it. I don't like nt. When you look at what you have to do (and spend) to build a sepuc 
system for a lake cabun compared to how a houseboai can bump massive amounts of gray 
water durectly into the lake systern something 1s not nght with the system | don’! want 
them in my area in Northwest Bay as | plan to pump water out of the lake for general 
cabin use when | build | have recently taken steps to stop all gray water discharge from 
my boat as | don’! went it to also be part of the problem = in my case is was a sample 
modificabon that volves changing the plumbing on my fresh water system | use whai 
was my fresh water supply tank as 8 gray water storage tank §=Insiead of pulling fresh 


water out of a tank | pull it durectly from the lake and deposi the gray water in the 
storage tank it takes very little water to wash up and do dished for one or two people 





when you waich whal you are doing | bring bottled water on board for 

water. To be faiz, | don’! know that a large houseboat could do this especially with |8 
people involved as you would be pumping oul every day Maybe that is a 
business/service someone could start up 


As | mentioned earlier, | am most likely a different type of visitor I don't require nor do | 
want overnight campsight facilines and | don't allow discharge of dirty water into the 
lakes. While this isn't for everyone, works for me. 


On a closing note, | agree ‘hat there should be no wake areas set up in the Crane Lake 
Narrows, the Namakan Narrows There also needs to be some sort of throttling at the 56 
rapids area and narrow areas of the Vermilion River Several vears ago | was on the 
Vermilbon not far from the rapids and one of Scotts boats almost ran me down | was ina 
14 foot aluminum boat, was unsure where the rocks were and Scotts boal gave me 
absolutely no quarter | feel that there 1s an attitude among some of the old guard in the 
area that since they are in business, making a living on the water that it is OK for them to 
go like hell and everyone should have the courtesy and common sense to get out of their 
way almost as if they were ambulance dnvers. Scott fernes canocists back and forth 
from Crane and Loon | tned to press charges but because i was in imternafonal waters 
no one could figure out who had junsdiction Don't these people have to have concession 
heenses to operate within the park” | predict there will be a bad accident at the 56 rapids 
sometume in the future There is 8 double blind spot at the rapids and some people run 
full bore thizough the area which is like passing on a double yellow line on a hil! 


Thank you for reading this somewhat wordy document | do hope that the park service 

will be prudent in trying to determine how to throttle pnvate overmght bosters Many of 
us have a great love for the park and the night expenence on the water While | realize 

the houseboat! limutavions that are under review do not pertain to my situation | must say 
thal as 8 competent boater and taxpayer | would be devastated if | were to ever loose my 
overmght privileges in the park. 


Kindest Persona! Regards. 
Erme Mitchell 
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Author: Joe Mitchell «<jrmitchel l@busynet net> at op--internet 

Date: 10/11/2000 $:07 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et #P-VOYA 

Subject: Comment on Voyeguers Nations! Park 3 
Meesag: 


Contents 


Since Voyeguers is still « Mational Park. I felt it important to voice 
@y support for Alternative 2, and not create « falee impression thet the 


only people interested in the future of Voyaguers are northern 
Minnesotans who want to make use of Voyequers in the same way they sight 


like to use their own private lands, if their neighbors will let thes. 
Indeed, if the people of northern Minnesota and their county elected 
officials want to creete snowmobile parks. let thes go ahead and create 
their own in a way the doesn't destroy the uniqueness of Voyeguers. This 


is @ national perk with extraordinary and unique qualities thet siaply 
are not compatible with ‘*redar runs". commercial flost plane airports, 
and floating nei of houseboats. It makes no sense to me to 
take a unique national perk and despoil it by doing whatever anyone 
wante to do with it wmtill it loses ite unique quality end is left « 
plundered sess Just within Minnesote there are tens of thousands of 
lakes with surrounding snowmobile treile systems that are «) ready 
evailable for snowmobiles. Or is it thet communities don’t want to meses 
up their own neighborhoods with what they want to do inside Voyeguers? 
Thie is @ national park, to be protected and passed on to future 
generations so that they cen have « place to see and experience what our 


land wes like before #11 the good and bad development of the rest of the 
nation changed that lend forever 


Snowmobile uee is likely quite appropriate in ways that doesn't errode 
and destroy the unique value of the park. That is epecifically, MOT « 
political issue, let alone « solely local political iseve. Snowmobile 
wee needs to be ependent upon the impact on the wildlife and other 
qualities within the park. 


Let us learn from the pressure of airplenes in the Grand Canyon. and not 


sllow commercial float planes in Voyegquers. I «as in the blowdown ares 
on the BWCAW in the week efter the July 4 storm. In those circumstances 
it wee entirely appropriate for planes to be out searching for BWCAN 
campers. They did an incredible job. However, it gave our group « good 
insight into the affect on boating, and camping with « lot of planes 
around. Voyequers would be fer sore sensitive to too many planes flying 
andéd lending around the lake, than the Grand Canyon is. An ai 

without any tower or grownd control, « national park and « relative 
wilderness area are not compatible. 


I find it interesting that an area's unique quality can too often be 
measured by the pressure of the susbers of people who want to use it and 


thereby begin the erosion and destruction of the very qualities that 
people come there to enjoy, that make that lend valuable. Please Go not 
let thie happen to Voyaeguers. For thie reason, I support « limit on the 
number of houseboats eo we don't succeed in creating "floating 
wilderness ghettos" thet would dierupt the beauty, the quiet end the 
cleanliness of thie nature) environment. 


Tt seems only prudent to begin gathering dete about the usege of thenP 
park and require free permite. As « Nations) park succeeds in ite teek 
and becomes sore and sore popular for sore and sore peopl it seens 
appropriate and reeponsible to tighten up how the ares is used and 


no sense to me thet as the park is dealing with increas pressure to 

enjoy its special natural qualities that we should then permit « 

management plan that will errode and destroy very reasons people 
there to 
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hind-sight wiedow of future generations. 
Thet will be the lasting evaluation of how well we performed as stewards 


of these national resources. 


Salem, WI 53168 


?.S. Thies is « copy of an email I sent to you earlier in the day. I now 
understend thet you can only accept comment by email with @ enail mail 
address. That is me and my eddress. 

Thank you for considering sy perspectives. 
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Author: Saerriet Mitteldorf <harriet@redshift com et ap--isternet 
Bete: 10/05/2000 3:58 mm 


Borme) 
TO: Kathleen Prsybylieki et BP-VOYA 
Subject: 88: Voyegeure Bet’) Park protection 


I believe our Mationsl Perks ere treasures *o reepect and care for in 
considersetion of our children end generations to come. Since Veyegeurs Gu 
“Alternative 2*seems to offer the yrestest environmental protection I urge you 
to make thet choice. 


Siacerely, 
Rerriet Mitteldorf, 942 Coral Dr.. Pebble Beech, CA 9395) 
haerriet@redshift com 
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Author: “Ron Moline” <ronmo.wn@bem.com> at op--internet 
Date: 10/17/2000 7:01 AM 
Borma i 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at MP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs National Park 


Barbare West, Superintendent 
Voyegeurs Bational Park (VNP) 


Dear Superintendent west 

a ae aeens Gaay yearns going tate warieus evene of the WD with ay cen or with 
riends. 

I've always come with « sense of solitude and dation for che 

away deep apprec 

people who saved this great wilderness area. 

Please do everything in your power to protect this fabulous park so that future 
generations 

can enjoy it's pristine elements and solitude. 


Thanks for your efforts. 


Ron Moline 
$28 West 6th St. 
Winona, Mf 55987 


$07-452-9021 
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Author: Chute at NP-VOYA 
Date: 10/06/2000 7:05 AM 


Porward Header 








Subject: use plan 
Author: Greg Moore link.net> at op--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 $:19 PM 


i have a good idea, ban cances 


all, thie leaves 136,200 for the nature people Oe 

lakes, more than 60% is off limits to aultiple use, isn't that enough? 
the only thing that should be banned is the national park service. 
thank you, greg moore 
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Author: JohnColumb@eol.com at np--internet 
Date: 10/13/2000 10:53 AM 


Dear Kathleen, 

I would like to register my comments about the Voyageurs National Park. 
As &@ person who enjoys sea kayaking with my family, I appreciate places like 

the natural experience that it offers. I realize that there are 
that seek to dominate that general flavor of the park. There 
set aside some places like that can provide the natural 

population with freedom from like snowmobile racing, heavy motorized 
traffic on the water, and air traffic. There are other extensive areas for 
that kind of heavy abuse of the natural peace and quiet. 


Catering to hostile opposition to preserving natural areas will beget 
more of that kind of thinking. and soon we will not be able to find any areas 
where animals sre not under siege from the sotorized world. 


the 
Thank you for your attention to comments on this wonderful park, and I 
the 


hope that park status is not ultimately lost from the GMP plan, please 
support the second alternative. 

Sincere Regards, 

John P. 


607 Columbia Road 
Fort Collins, Colorado 


Ph. $970-221-4662 
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Pemnck L. Meerpiy 


W206) GOPHER MILL ROAD 
IZOMIA, GI $8036 
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Author: * Myking* <Larry .Myking@dot .state.mn.us> at np--internet 
Date: 09/20/2000 $:59 PH 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at HP-VOYA 
Subject: Comments on Draft General Management Plan for VP 


** Reply Requested When Convenient ** 


Please accept these comments on the “Draft General Management Plan and 
Environmental Impact Statement for Voyageurs National Park. These comments are 
submitted on behalf of the Minnesota Oepartment of Transportation (Mn/DOT), 
Office of Aeronautics, located at 222 B. Plato Blvd., Saint Paul, MN 55107-1618. 


The Office of Aeronautics supports the “Proposed Action" which represents a 
balanced approach combining elements from all of the alternatives. We fee] that 
it is important to continue the integrated use of motorised and nonmotorized 
uses, including floatplanes, year-round on the four major lakes ( ° 
Kabetogams, Namakan, and Sand Point) and on the seven interior lakes (Locator, 
War Club, Quill, Loiten, Shoepack, Little Trout, and Mukooda) . 


We are opposed to Alternative 2 which would discontinue commercial floatplane 
use in the park and prohibit private floatplane use on all interior lekes except 
Mukooda. Floatplanes are a traditional means of traveling to remote areas in 
the northwoods, affording a unique way for some visitors to access one of our 
national resources and experience the park. 


While we support the Proposed Action, we would like to offer the following 
recommendations: 1. We would like to see some designated campsites for 
floatplanes on each basin in the park. 2. There should be docks that 
accommodate floatplanes at Kettle Falls, Rainy Lake Visitor Center, Kabetogama 
Visitor Center and at the Ash River Center. 3. Floatplane flying should be 
discussed and promoted in park literature like other recreational opportunities 
that exist in the park. 


Larry R. Myking 

larry .e@yking@dot .state.an.us 
Office: 651.296.8086 

Pax: 651.297.5643 

Cell: 651.225-0615 
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2411 Voorhees 63 
i5 Redon Beech. CA 90278 
= . 8 October 2000 
Kathieen Prrybytet: 
CMP coordinator 
Pan 

3131 Highway 53 

wemaenone - ais MN 58849 

Cee: Ms Prrybyteiu 


AS an aimnost-ennuel visfor to Minnescte's north woods | am alarmed to heer of plans to increase 
motonzed recreeton wiihun Vovageurs and of threats to ts Continuing @astence as 8 netons 
park \nateed. the vatve thal guides human use of the lands and iskes thet we call “Voyageurs 
National Park” should be the integrity of the natural lendecape and its beology Humen ectvies 
that are incompetibie should be Greciec elsewhere there are certasvy many non-Part and non 
walerness areas i the apons adjacent tc the Part that can be used for suct. scBviies, 


Specticatty | trunk the Pert Service should reduce the use of houseboats on Kabstagame. 
Confine seepiene use to emergencies (and certainty don? permdl iandings of commercial 
seapienes w the Part!) and end snowmonse reaing anywhere in the Park 


Further. the local peopte who are breying for moompatiie uses need to be told biuntly thal the 
Pert betongs as much to Califormans (such as |) 9s f does to peopte from internstone: F sis. 
Crane Lake. or Buych. " local entrepreneurs are abte to mate then bvings by serang Pan 


Fie Pant 1 200d. tat the services they provide must conform with what is permissibie for use 


" the aumosphere tor Park employees in intemesonel F als © 06 hostile as ve heard. there is 
ste0 sense m the suggestion thal VP headquarters be moved to Orr 


Fal Yann 
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Author: “Lynn Beeckel* <nseckel@norshore.net> at np--internet 
Date. 06/03/2000 7:47 AM 


I am & steunch supporter of the National Park System, including Voyageurs, 
even picket lines in the past. I'm also part 
@ houseboat on Rainy Lake and live in International Palle. my fear 
plan conce 


hassle in order to spend time on the 


se. I dom't even object to fees, if 
t takes to preserve VNP for wy grandchildren's children to 
is how the permit system is implemented. Since I live in 
until the 


of 
given day or weekend, depending on weather. if only 10 private bosts are 
a. the perk at a time and I want to check the weather 
tl 


obteining the permit. When I plan « trip to the 
commit to a date and it's no big deal to write for 
‘sa . let's chuck it all, and 
G@on't want to spend several hours 
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ARNOLD R NASS 
612 STH AVENUE 
INT'L FALLS, MN. 56649 


VOY AGEURS NATIONAL PARK 
GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN 
3131 HIGHWAY 53 

INT'L FALLS, MN. 56669 


RE: HOUSEBOAT USE ON RAINY LAKE 
DEAR SIRS: 


1 WAS UNABLE TO ATTEND THE MEETING ON THE HOUSEBOAT USAGE 
ON RAINY LAKE, BUT WHEN I READ THE ARTICLE IN THE PAPER., | FELT, 
AS A HOUSEBOAT OWNER, | NEEDED TO RESPOND TO YOUR RECOMMEN- 
DATIONS ON THE VOYAGUER NATIONAL PARK 


ENCLOSED ARE THINGS YOU SHOULD CONSIDER WHEN MAKING YOUR 
DETERMINATION OF MAKING HOUSEBOAT OWNERS GET PERMITS TO 
BE IN THE PARK 


1. WHEN WE PLAN TO GO ON OUR HOUSEBOAT WE NEVER KNOW 
FOR POSITIVE WE CAN GO, UNTIL WE KNOW WHAT THE WINDS AND 
BASICALLY THE WEATHER WILL BE. IF WE CAN'T GO ONE WEEK-END 
THEN WE WE WILL PLAN TO GO THE NEXT. 


2. ALSO, | THINK YOU ARE INFRIGING ON THE PRIVATE HOUSEBOAT 
OWNERS SO THAT THE COMMERCIAL HOUSEBOAT OWNERS HAVE MORE 
RIGHTS. I DON'T THINK YOU HAVE DONE ENOUGH STUDYING OF 
THE PRIVATE HOUSEBOAT OR SAILBOAT POPULATION, TO LIMIT IT TO 
10 A DAY IN THE PARK. THERE ARE AT LEAST SIX HOUSEBOATS PARKED 
AT SEEGERTS MARINA. WHY ARE YOU SO LIBERAL ABOUT COMMERCIAL 
HOUSEBOATS AND NOT LOCALLY OWNED. WHY SHOULD VACATIONERS 
HAVE ALL THE USE OF VOYAGUERS NATIONAL PARK, BUT THE LOCALS 
ARE LIMITED. THIS IS NOT VERY FAIR OR LOGICAL. 


3. HOUSEBOATS ARE ALL SELF-CONTAINED AND SO WHEN A 
HOUSEBOAT LEAVES AN AREA, YOU COULD NOT EVEN TELL THERE WAS 
ONE THERE. 





4. RIGHT NOW WE HAVE TO SEARCH PRETTY HARD TO FIND A 
PLACE TO PARK OUR BOAT BECAUSE OF ALL THE COMMERCIAL BOATS 
ON THE LAKE, AND NOW YOU WANT TO LIMIT HOW OFTEN WE CAN GO. 


YOU HAVE BEEN FIGHTING AGAINST THE SEADOO RIDERS AT THE PARK, 
THEN THE SNOWMOBILERS AND NOW YOU HAVE STARTED AGAINST THE 
HOUSBOATERS, WHAT'S NEXT? THE BOATERS WITH MOTORS? HOW 
MANY ACTUAL KAYAKERS DO YOU KNOW? YOU EVEN HAVE TALKED 
ABOUT CLOSING THE INSIDE CHANNEL DOWN FOR BOATS. THIS COULD 
BE A SAFETY HAZARD ISSUE. BECAUSE OF THE DANGEROUS WATERS 
AND NEVER BEING CERTAIN WHEN BAD WEATHER SETS IN, THIS COULD 
EASILY CAUSE A DEATH, IF A BOATER COULD NOT GET OUT OF THE 
WINDS AND HEAD FOR SHELTER IN THE INSIDE CHANNEL. THERE IS ALSO 
TALK THAT YOU WANT TO CLOSE THE BRUEL DOWN TO BOATS. IS THERE 
EVER AN END TO YOUR WANTS? 


WILL YOU EVER BE SATISFYED UNTIL YOU HAVE TAKEN ALL THE 
LOCAL'S WILDERNESS EXPERIENCE AWAY AND ONLY OPEN THE PARK 
UP FOR THE VERY WEALTHY FROM OUT OF THE AREA?. | WILL BE 
EXPECTIING A RESPONSE TO MY QUESTIONS AND HOPE YOU TAKE THIS 
LETTER SERIOUS. 
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I would like to comment on the current Graft of the Genera] Management Plen. 
My temily and I have been visiting the Perk ot least twice « year since 1979. 


I favor policies which emphasize preservation of natural resources in the 
Park. in general I would like to see Alternative 2 weed as the Perk moves 
Century 
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| strongly urge you to support Altemative Pian 1: Present Course of 
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Author: ObermanJP@sol.com at np--internet 
Date: 10/20/2000 5:36 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs National Park General Mgt. Plan comments 
o peer oococccooosccooscecccccoscocccoe Message Contents 


Please accept this e-mail as ay comments regarding the Voyageurs 
Mational Park Generel] Management Plan and forward to all appropriate persons. 


I am strongly opposed to eliminating or restricting camping at 
undeveloped sites. I have been camping in the Sand Point and Namakan Leke 
areas for over 37 years and dearly love this country. Sut like many, I have 
learned how to camp without a significant impact to the undeveloped camping 

, the 


individuals who can camp “cleanly® with impect on the environment should 

be limited. I also do not think « reservation systes a good idea for the 

Game reasons. I do not sind paying an annual user f to 
funds 


(like rabies, parvo, etc.) so there is no risk of impacting the wolf 
population with disease. I think the 6 foot leash rule should be relaxed. 


175 W. 63nd Street 
Excelsior, Mi $$331 
(952) 474-2299 
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Author: ‘Jim Obowa" <jobows@worldnet .att.net> at np--internet 
Date: 08/23/2000 6:50 Px 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at WP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyagere National Park 


Tt has come to my attention that a group is trying to limit seaplane operations 
Voyagers Mational Park. 


I would like to voice my opinion that seaplane operations should be allowed to 
continue as they do now, without additional restrictions. 


Sincerely, 


Jia Obowa 

399 Thomas &t. 

Lino Lakes, @! $5014 
651-780-2904 
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Author: “Jason and Stephanie Olmste:* <OLMSTEDI@prodigy.net> at np--internet 
Dete: 10/10/2000 7:31 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyagers Mational Park Draft Management Plan 

teeter een cere recente nnn nnn n nee ececeee Message Contents 

I wish to support Alternative 2 of the Voyager Mational Park Draft sanagement 
Plan. The Boundary Waters seems large when canoeing through it but in order for 
me to enjoy the wilderness I have to drive 700 mile through northern Michigan, 
Wisconsin and Minnesota. All that area is open to snowmobiles, power boats and 
aircraft. A few limitations on these machines will not be any hardship on the 
users and will edd a great deal to non mechanized park visitors. 
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Author: Barbara West at NP-VOYA 
Date: 06/16/2000 9:37 AM 
Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybylski 

Subject: Interior Lakes 


Add to our growing volume of comments.Is this the first on the draft GMP? 
Forward Header 








Subject: Interior Lakes 
Author: Chute at NP-VOYA 
Date: 06/15/2000 6:47 AM 


Dear Superintendent : 


I am an activist for National Parks and have just received the Voyageurs Genera) 
Management Plan BIS. I had been planning a trip into the interior lakes until I 
found out on page I-52 that private float planes can fly into there. If you're 
looking for a wilderness experience in Voyageurs it's really not there it 
appears. I would like to ask how many private float planes go into the interior 
lakes such as Locator, War Club, Quill, Loiten. It would be quite a 
disappointeent to spend all that time toiling into these interior lakes and then 
the din of planes taking off and landing, let alone have them camp 
te. I really must object to this and 
@o away with these landings. Is there no place in 
Voyageure where you can get away from motors? It appears not, and that is not 
1 1 about. I realise that Voyageurs was created 
with some existing conditions, however I am surprised that this is in the 


on 
I object to the use of float planes in these interior lakes and believe it 
should be curtailed as in Alternative 2. 


Tf you can give me some statistics on how many landings are at the lakes I 
mentioned I could possibly change my mind and decide to go there. 
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“Marc Oleon* <molscae 





-net> et np--internet 


protection for the park. I am I éid not have « float plane experience. 
It would have put a big damper on the trip. it is my understanding that float 
planes are not allowed on the Cruiser Leke Treil and I believe that is the right 
policy. Flost planes are, however, sllowed eleewhere on some other lakes I 
believe that commercial flost plane use should be discontinued as under 
Alternative 2. Private Shestehens wae eheské be evabuated Gheem® on ais tear 
plan as required by the Mational Parks Air Tour Management Act of 


Snowmobiles should be allowed only if and where appropriate, as determined by « 
winter use plan, and only if wilderness evitebility and integrity are not 
impaired. Snowmobile ‘radar run* races should be discontinued within the park. 
These races ere not compatible with national park values. 


I support a cap on houseboat use, both commercial and private. 


I must admit I was surprised that I did not need « permit or fill out any fore 
to enter the park. In a way thie was refreshing; but doesn't it limit what the 
knows about how the park is used? I would think you would need that 
information on visitation. I support the proposal to require free park permite 
for all who spend an overnight in the park, from tent campers to houseboaters. 


Thank you for letting se comment. Please keep me informed of future 
developmente. 


Sincerely, 


Marc Olson 
Box 185 


Barrett, ‘@ 56311 
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Author: Andy FP cky egtopi@yahoo.com> et np--internet 
Dete: 10/05/2000 4:37 Pm 
Norma) 


onan ee nreewee weer eeeeeeeecceeeesseees Message Contents 


Thank you. 





Bo You Yahoo!? 
Yahoo! Photos - }Sam Quality Prints, Mow Get 15 Free! 
http: //photos . yahoo .con/ 
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Author: Blekebune@eol].com at ap-- internet 
Dete: 00/23/2000 6:22 AM 
Wormal 


Hee meee eee eee enn ennnnceeeereeanenne Message Contents 
I em writing regerding the up coming planning concerning Voyagers park. I own 
a plane and a remote cabin in Northwest Ontario. It is necessary 
for ae to fly over Voyagers Park. The 4000' rule would be cojletely 
. With the BWCA now under this egreesent. who could possibly need an 
extension of en almost impossible area to get to. (ie the BWCA) Please don't 
restrict either lending or fly.overs for any of the Voyegers Park area. 
thank you 
Steve Pauly 


Cesena B46BC 
3510 King's Point Rd. 
Rxcelsior Mn. $$331 
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Author: Barbara West at BP-VOYA 
Bete. 06/12/2000 12:14 
Boreal 


Porwerd Header 





Subject: Comment on GMP for Voyageurs 
Author: “Dr. Mark Person” <perso00éetc.umm.edu> st np-- internet 
Date: 08/11/2000 9:40 AN 


«<br> 

<font face-"Palatino* sise«}>Dateinbep; 6/11/00<br> 
«<br> 

Barbera West. Superintendent <br> 

Voyageurs Mational Perk <br> 

3131 Mighwey $)<br> 

Iaternational Palle, Mf $6649<br> 


f 


«<br> 

Dear Superintendent West <br> 

«<br> 

I wish to comment on the June 2000 draft General Menagement Plan (Gur) 


ané Environments] Impect Statement (B18) for Voyegeure Mat ional 
Perk .<br> 


«<br> 

Please use Alternative 2 for managing Voyageurs Bational Perk over the 
next decade énbep; Thie alternative represents the best seans of 
sustaining the unique gifts that VuP has to offer the state, the nation 
and the world. «<br> 


HD 
ite 
pH 
s3 
38 
A 
i 
: 
i 


: 


«br> 

work om management issues. please consider the recent 
ice decision to ben snowmobiles in other national 
parks. Restrictions on snowmobiles, in Voyageurs for safety reasons 
alone, are long overdve and need your attention <br> 

«<br> 

Thank you for considering these comments <br> 

«<br> 


zt 
: 
5 
ie 


«<@iv>Associate Profeseor</div> 
<br> 
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/@iv> 


<@i 

<Giveph. (612) 625-7332</div> 

<Givefex. (612) 625-3619</div> 

«<div> 

<a hrefe*http: //perso00éetc um .edu/* 
BUDORASAUTOURL http. umn . edu</a></div> 


</htal> 
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Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this important topic. 
Sincerely, 
Mark R. Peterson, Ph.D. 


100 Bagle Lake Drive 
Port Collins, Colorado 80524-9600 





Thie letter comes te yeu in regarde te the “HeuseBeat” lesues in 
the propeowd Pian. 


Although, we are new te the Heveeier ewnership eur second 
year), we have enjoyed Rainy Lake bef «kt became a National 


We use te come fer a week at a time and stay on a “family” built 
cabin on Biveberry ivland. This wes a very special vacation each 
year. The wide epen ishe and the eadless trees and just pure 
beauty. My husband started ts enjoy Rainy Lake long befere mo. 
Aa a young bey he was lucky enough te have a best friend whees 
father owned the cabin on Bivoberry leland. He was then 7 and 
earned a few hedges fer Bey Boouts on Relay Lake. Explored the 
sland frem ene end te the ether and get te knew anture. Fer seme 
33 years plus, be has vielted Rainy Lake. Several tripe with his 
beybeed best friend te Biveborry island Cabin and 2 trips in rented 
HeuseBeoats frem Rainy Lake. The lect trip was on & rented 
HevseBeat, aad tits trip wane 2 cod ene indeed. kh wee te help clean 
out the iteens of want from the Blueberry lelned Cabin. K was to bo 
burnt te the greunad due te the Rainy Lake being turned inte s 
National Park. 


Over tho pact poars e etep at the ThunderGied wae aif that could bo 
dene. 


Enjoying the lake se much we decided te buy seme land ef our ewn 
and bulid 2 cable. This eaded in pert seadaser because 

oeuld eommpare te Rainy Lake. We seld our Lake Cabin ort wonce 
inte euming o HeeseBeat. in doing thie we returned MORTHI The 
beat wae traneperted and ledges at the Rainy Lake Private Merine. 
Aa we begns evr journey back inte Rainy Lake s cbiidish grin and 
attitude returued te wy beshand. To ro-nevignte the waiter ways 
oud see Bushy Head and The Brucl and Big loland and the once 
resting apet ef the Bizebervy leland Cabin w2a a dream onme trues 
and s wonderful site te hebeid. Having your wife and family aleag 
oe the espleretion made kt even better. 16 shew your eon the 
plosse yer eujayed at hin ago wae truly 2 pleasure. Ansthor 
highlight ume kmewing thet new evatte whet the weather did ol was 
sefe, ware and dry ond in teueh with the marine in eames of an 
emergency. The later added that bit of security te o family man. 
Because, a0 Mike weuld tell his stories, the lake ean blew up a 
sterm and the water bs net fit te trevel. 


vc; 
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Putting un-needed restrtetions on MeuseBeats is net necessary. 
Over the past & yeare we have explored ALOT of sites by fishing 
beat fer fuss. The HouseBeat sites are weaderful and the Camping 
sites were set up nicely. Yet, at seme camping sites we were 
disappointed te nee that poeple would try te burn everything, 20 20 
net te have te haul it back. We caw glass betties, tin cans, plastic 
bottles and even the remains of a half burat diaper! We de ne want 
te pk MewweSeatere end Campers against ene another, but o 
HevesBeat gives us the apace te sccommedate young ehidren na 
safe environment and te contain thelr waste. it sles, enables us te 
bet-up reeyaling containers te bring our waste book with us and 
veayele it in the preper way, inetead of trying te burn it and be 


Aa for Gray Water --- We don’t cee HeuseBeanters creating 
anymore of kt thea the Campers. We use inke water te bath in, just 
a the Campers de, we use lake water te de cur dishes in, just as 
ampere de ant we aise use seme inke water to de cocking with. 
We bring frock wmter with for the primary purpose of drinking, 


Ae we ove & Compere and MeuneBeouters are pretty much allke - -- 
aside form the shalter thay cheap kn. 


Size, in ragerds to the tite narense neue, wo feol thet both 
euseBeut and Camping Skee cheauld nereanc in cqnad asmeunin. 
Usieg an perwit qetem to anese the astunl wange of the Park bs 
uuinrwtandeble. Hartag te put o reatristies en the mumbar of 
Private Woucibeate aad soommercinl HowsoBeats staying over in 2 
partter! basin te unfoomied, boing the uifimetion has art been 
trashed ever the yeare - - - just estimated. And by yeur oun 
ehnizalon, esthanted peerty. 


Be uneil, “ecmwal” data enn be cbtained, ctudied, and computed - - - 
why change 2 goed thing?! You want poeple to enjay thelr vinits ond 
thetr experience on Ruiny Lalo. The Into han ne patie or roads, 
therefers & amet bo oniayed by maser erat. Ye thease trevel a 
Getence aad mey bs handiaapped aad uxcmmre of the restriction 
on the Pork wesid net bo able te enjay this pines. A Part tn defined 
am A trast of laud ensiesed fer reureational ese melde 2 town or 
ot. A tract of land fer reservations! use. A fuirty large er epon 
area weed fae recreation suad/er eapayenest. 





Veoh 


They bavs already eutiawed pervennl wateroratt in the Park 
rastrioticas on HeuseBeats lends ua te balleve thet this dangerous 
tread will continue --- leaving ently Kiakes and cances. 
Segrogating poopie und thir interest is net an anewer, only the 
beginning ef an unjust system and heetility ameng nature gores and 
the way they enjey nature and the Parks. 
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Author: 
Date: 
Normal 
TO: Barbare West 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki 
Subject: Snowmobile Races 


Audrey Chute at NP-VOYA 
10/13/2000 2:00 PM 


Barbara/ Kathleen, 


Who is going to respond? I'm referring to hie last paragraph, last 
sentence. 
audrey 


Porwerd Header 








Subject: Snowmobile Races 
Author: Pihlmant@eol.com at nap--internet 
10/12/2600 7:14 PM 


Recently I read on a website about the activity of snowmobile ‘radar runs* 
and snowmobile races held in re Mat'l Park. I am aware that special 
interest groupe that hate snownobiling, fishing with motors, or any motorised 
activity don't always lay the facts on the table and would rather whine to 
the taxpayer with embellishments of things they don't believe in. 


My family and I have never been to Voyagquers, but we do use snownobiles in 
our winter outdoor activities, we don't race, we don't wreck 
anything---fishing----some trail riding and enjoyment of our public land and 
water. Most people do not participate in alot of the activities we get 
accused of. We need sulitple use---we need to have activites for all people 
within reason. Lakes with roads to them should be motorized and multiple use 
by the public sliowed. 


T'm concerned about two things here---------- one, I do not believe Voyaguers 
ie the place for a *redar run* or any kind of race at 211, but snowmobiling 
for fishing and trail riding should be allowed so we can use our park aleo. 
The second concern is that special interest groups deliberately use this 
fore of communication to distort, deceive and make fraudulent statements to 
others to prove their point and eway public opinion to choose sides and deny 
others use of public land and water. 


We need to our parks and public lend and water open to all people. There 
ie room for all. Proper management is all that is needed in terme of 
logging, multiple use, and the proper use of our natural resources. 


You aay use my letter in public comments if you like. I would like « personal 
response from you to give me the park rules on snowmobile ‘radar runs* and 
snowmobile races. With all the controversy about snowmobiles I cannot imagine 
why you would allow a ‘radar run" activity to take plece anywhere near 
Voyaguers HP. Please clarify thie for a. 


Dewey 8. Pihlean 
pihleant@ac] . cosa 
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Author: ‘Botany Bob thanks" <botenybob@hotmail.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 10:16 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Please lets have fewer 2 cycle motorized vehicles 


a+ ceeresecccoerccccccccccocoooooccces Message Contents 


<P>Dear Kathleen, énbsep; </P> 


all citisens of the USA, lets keep that in mind.énbep; I lived in Roseau for 


many years and have many friends that work to make these vehicles---and they 
egree with me.énbep; Just because there are some anti -conservation loggers on 
the Range that are selfish and piggish, doesn't sean that VNP should be removed 
or run to them.énbep; I know this bunch and they sre mean 
spirited ; </P> 
<PoWe here in Minnesota went a place where wolves and wolverines can abound, 
where it is wild and preserved for our grand children.énbep; </P> 
<PoLastly, I don't think the VNP should be operated to benefit people witn mobil 
homes, trailer houses, RVs, end ATVs.énbep; We should not be wasting money to 

; the VHP and are not 


ing . “enbep 
ide water and electricity and paved roads 
for these people; if they want it so comfy they should go some place else, like 


<PoHere's where you can contact me and respond, please don't lower WPS standards 
for some right wing, selfish foole.</P> 

<P>énbep ; </P> 

<P>e-mail, <A hrefe*mailto: botanybob@hotmai) . com" >botanybob@hotmai! .com/A></P> 
<P>Robert Pollock</P> 

<P>178S-96th St. B.</P> 

<P>Iaver Grove Hts., Miénbep; $5077</P> 

<P>6$1-450-91786</P> 

<P>P.S.énbep; Ifénbep; you are hiring « Sotanist or Naturalist thie winter, 
please get ahold of ae (I's a farmer/landscaper and don't have employment in the 
winter.) :; IT really like croes country skiing too. énbep;énbep; Mave fun in 
the Palle. ; Thanks, Bob Pollock<BR><BR></P></DIV><p><hr>Get Your Private, 
Pree S-mail from MSH Hotmail at <a 

hrefe*http: //wew.hotmail .com*>http: //wew.hotmail.com/a>.<p>Share information 
about yourself, create your own public profile at <a 
href«*http://profiles.sen.com*>http://profiles.asn.com </a>.<bre</p></htal> 
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Author 
Date: 
Normal 


: 


Mdporus@acl.com at np--internet 
10/05/2000 6:10 PM 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et WP-VOYA 
Subject: (mo subject 


wee eee ween ee eees -ss-ses-seeesseeeee= Message Contents 


houseboat and float plane use and putting an end to snowmobile racing. 


You 


I strongly support GMPs “Alternative 2°, specifically limiting 


RL Porus © D 1301 Spring St. Seattle Wa 98104 


Thank 
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Aug 8, 2000 


Deas Voyageur’s Park Director, 

| want to thank you for hearing my view, and sending me the Draft 2000. 

| am a dentist living in St. Michael, Mn , and have a 37 year history of visiting the 
Voyageur’s area. My wife and | have 3 children ages 14, 12, and 8. My Ded and | 
started camping by tent on islands on Lac La Croix in 1963, and enyoyed getung to know 
Cliff Olson, and hes son Larry as well We are one of the many they helped get to know 
“the way” of navigating, and enjoying traveling from Crane Lake | am currently 
planning to return m about 10 days, tus me with a rookie fnend to Namakan Lake, 
where we will island camp using our own boats, tents, etc where we will have 2 Dads 
and 5 buds on our own island tent sste for 5 days My Dad 1s now 70 and loves to come 
along, but must miss thes year due to my Mom's recent heart bypass. 

The reason for all the past history 1s to let you know how we have tned to 
maintain a family tredibon out of my love for this style of camping | have camped in 
Glacter National] Park, and Yellowstone. | have beckpacked in Colorado, and nver 
camped on the Kvichak nver in SW Alaska | heve spent more than one tnp canoe 
camping in the BWCA. 

Only in Voyageur's can you load up the bost and take young kids to a campsite 
where you can eayoy pnvacy,(one site per island), and still Inve :n relatrve comfort. We 
can happily coesust with houseboats as long as they are not allowed to occupy tent sites 
| have no problem with seeing or heanng flost planes above | enjoy preplanning a tnp, 
gotng through all that .s required, and hope to always find a tent site when we arnve | 
am not opposed to overnite camping permits, free or pad We really enyoy being in a 
park where we are wit in a large group camp, and this is what | find unique 

For the above reasons | want to show my support for Alternative One, the present 
course of action. When the BWCA was formed in “78, | couldn't retum to “our camp”, 
without paddling in with my Ded We have done so twice in the 90's, on Lac La Croix, 
but find the motonzed border down the middie of the lake absurd and maddening. so we 
have been on Namakan most years since 1985 Please don't change policy that will 
further henst small tent sste campang on the border waters BWCA 1s wonderful, but is 
tough on the kids and elderly who want to enjoy island carping without long hours of 
portages and padding 


Respectfully submsmted, 
Dark Posthumus fam ly 
404 Creekmde Dr 

St Michael, Mn, 55376. 
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Geological Consultant . " 
eee Re 
Sepeem ber 9, 2000 
Ma. Kethises Prrybytski 
Vv Nattena! Part 
3131 Highway 053 


RE. Prepesed (-anerel Mensgemen: Pine 


\t bee come t> my sttenties thet the Nationa! Park Service » deveiopang » (emerel Management 
Pian for the \ oyagoeurn te become effertive seanrtiame this fall Ome of the component of this Plan 
prepesss % bent the aampbe: of rental aad preva boussbeem alkewed ex Rainy aed Nemahas 
Lahea @ Nortmers Mimmesom 45 5 citteen of Mimaasets, 2 Ifeieng Soherman aad comerveneani 
1 anust seremecanty object to the Part Service's tmpeocition of arbitrary quotes fer these types of 
wetercraf in the Voyageurs. 


Tie bousebenting c1pertence oo Rainy and “amehes w traly cae of the major asort: of the Park 
The svaiinbility of these remen) wate affords the everage nee-ethietic verter the opportunity & oo 
joy the rugged beanty of these magnifirest weerrs im reietive comfort and of moderetr cost. A 
faanitly with smal childres cas enjoy quality time im the costrelicd eavireament of 2 heusrbdes! 
that’s unsvailable im an open beat or campsite. The beusrbdcet the! gently ply these lnhes are net 
ther reuceus ser intrusive to ether beaters 0: campers; and they produce minimal wake. The 
beusebonter c1erts minimal strem co the Madward cnenping arene. passengers spend littic time co 
shere ether thas while moortmg their vance! fer the naght The wes of limiting they sum ber seoas 
to be mere preservationts! than censervetionin 


lm treabied by servers leeenamg questions Whe! duni of logu igewoed thn propeced lmecnmee” 
Was there « public eutrry for curbing their presence’ Are there Statutory limitations ce the sum- 
ber of howeebeot chewed se then inhes* If 2 stedy wes performed co the beaerboe!) mm pact oa 
(ime tnhes, whe porteormed the sted) and whe! wherw the parameters weed to etablind thay mere 
er éeferw’ Dees any ciimire! Got exis! that implies thet the housrdecot es these tahes are degrad 
img the water quality or genera! exvirenment ip aay way’ Were public bearings bald’ Are there 
established criterta thet receanmend 8 cortams wumber of beet per unit of inhe ares’ Dees the 
Part Service feat thet the suanber of crsting housedene bs ‘congestive’ te these water’ 


| fmd it tmeorestimg to compare the Voyageurs to Lake Powell im Arsene (ameter area under the 
oversight of the “PS) and they appreach & heunebent demeition | ahs Powell & ap mp pousdmen! 
tale much lhe Rainy although it covers considerably more surface ares thas Rainy's Minacsom 
aide By centrest, Lahe Powel offers o wen! of 6689 rental boussbest: a opposed we your prepese! 
of SO fer Rainy. Erge, Lake Powell has 0 ratio of cae rental houseboat per 408 acre: aad your 
prepesities fer Rainy would refiect « retie of ene rental beusebest per 1,088 acres! Oue is forced 
to refteri thet the | ake Powell beusebent rental comression & bold by Aremart ledwetrtes 2 large 
corperet: conghemeret aad Rainy’s fect of rumen! units is eprend ever four small lecal operators 
lecated ot the far westere end of Ge inks Dees the fort thet Aremart pays the NPS 2 portion of 
eat rental reveness lo rryeidin beve any bearteg op this sorming disparity io beussbes! va acre 
aqys reties apgpiied ef lake Powsll ond progesed the Rairy* Haesomm 
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tie Does Praypyets 
September % 2006 
Page Twe 


Mf @e prepesed Uenieedicns become effective, Ge NPS wil ip cffect creem « fear eperater 
“wenepety’ fr hemeetest remenie en Botzy. Tits weeds be verticals Betdeme “een icen! of thr 
Spames eed Grane asd askte free bordering co aniy~orste resgremi of ade ine are amet 
ears 6 fre: secarty “er weutd the pragesed iemtcbees eftew rental epereten te ripeed then 
bunamort an they noe i A scencenss knee thet if 2 bewteess b peeve ad frem or: poedang u oth 
surely ¢daciime bs thet whet the NPS wane? 


As 0 freqesnt renter of bousebesm es Ratsy, Ive arver tat crowded by othe: beurrbenm. u- 
éeed dsys wend pom wttbes( ever aghtimg oeedber oon |e che mecrenetimgh oware of the rising 
pogeturtty of Baimy ow » Galeng inks simee i rede: dremade rebirth os a wellry: fee afer 
yearn of éeciieing feb popuietien The wii meni ast) cope: 0 ree me demeeed Ge ever more 
reptal beweebent wade thet | believe Gee labs coe candy orcemmnedem | ts already G:fikret w re 
eerwe repeal mate withest mtwated ined dems and tie fecare cowkd coe het land ee or teedad coo 
shorebty Vor the evorag: wage anruar wO0 bb iamited ts 5 tens chet fer sesan! vecedies ese. eect 
an o¢vesced tend Gass could prew encuvely burvesmemee. Arras se tess Gus weters rheokd be 
svalleble efi Amertcams, wei joes these of as whe haw Berit: wert orbeduin 


As | em@erstaad uw. dhe “PS wii bo meadimg 0 daretes op the mete seeeriee we Oveeber i 
ctrengty erge you tw lay tints ineme over fer further coustderation 0: s desper. wore ennlytical level 
4s o peoteeemnel wm the carts octemce buatmem Id by Ge very lent w prepare awyd@himg bees de! 
for Geone benwdifel weeers Bat | sino would fherrety eppen any Gat o nen-ingminiw: erdey the: 
weeld mmitely prevent the citincery from eciperuering G0 wenger and majesty of Ge Rawr aod 
“eamehas Sestms A) op Ameortren, | would else vents! any arbitrary edir! thet would cream 6 oe 
eapely in Ge bousebest “ene banteens, | sents eppas: a wel ear) comserein! barring are cemen! 
operster: frem entering tee betd 


io eummmmery planse comatder the usess | ve presretsd | fesl thet [we veered cemaiii: Questions aad 
cllere! somed wmgiet fer yews revive There) ae ememediag ergeamcy mm prong thane prepenrd 
reguintiom: withest farther though! ex beds exfen Thenhs fer veer time ['¢ be baggy to drum 
tits fartiser showid vem eee 6 eend 


Mae 


CC: Leserd 
Auber 
Bobaes 





Ce, Pras, 

3131 Magireay 53 
imeresmomal Palla M> 56606.8906 
Dee Sen 


| om is aia eo SN? Camere Pie | eRe 
wramg - ngwiag comme © haga —— 1 


Lh Im. Felon 


Phebe Md Poo 
2710 Overtesk Drive 
Blocmmagen, MN 3543! 
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ee nn ne ae te ee 
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w dic 





47/ 


| am wrwuag © ary vow & CuOnd the Dene for fiuag » Comes cm thr proposed ples tor Une pert 


‘Ths pise s begr’ Aa Amorury wunid fed i Gfcet we eres bref ope ws) vem ume We ore po 
orheen peuple wh, ast dexgd) cs of med aed EE 


| wormed lube 0 mabe 6 fre comemnemts on the tangs | bev Sees abit we ech ww fe 
rea Pees or peru 
( amgeecs (or bowssbosts and ween | Pees |° comer |° served mo reserved spon 
Urn eenrs betheg ets ty ‘ombosts No rgmistams os gre eunr eeee bes proved rst s ax 
sige) op the wuner 
Motonzed velecies Part must br apes to all types of motenzed wuter veloctes 
“ec bar os snow wntmers 
- appune as- fie meengeeen 
CEES ase les os preven: bewshaees 
| am reqensieng a acteee te :shes on the pian ier past bes erendy becoet ee) me) eget 
‘Tier part bes got we be for a! the peapie 
ala ogmpose as (2 mnengemees & Ger past 
| thems Une eer woutd do qpiemdhd mb of canag te the wes 
‘Where | bev bee abt: w rend throngd more of ibr pine | eoutd luke & COMMrSE OF olhey peru of « 
Far mow | och wow & recoeedr: wow ples 
Teemks You 
Tes peve end see of (od | ewe 
Pome 
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1729 “we E 
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Voyageurs Natonal Park 

General Managemers Plan 

3131 Haghway $3 
lnsernetonal Falis, MN 56649-8904 
Re Generel Managemen Pian 


Dear Su/Mades, 


] am wntng © regards t the General Management Plan After reviewing tus maternal | heve 
some concerns for the park. Over the years | have nonced houseboats have brought people mn 
that seem to heve a lack of reapect for otherand for the theory belund the park and the park's 


The question thet I must ask is: Do they allow people m R.V.'s, motor homes, campers, etc. to 
travel throughout Y ellowstone, Glacier, and all “e other Natonal Parks” And furthermore, do 
these perks cater to those individuals the w’ Voyageurs does” Are not the houseboat 
owner's private compenses that the park _.0s make sites for and encourage they phrysucal 
and adverusing presence (See the cover page of chapter two of the General Management Pilar ) 


Let us conmder some of the hazards of houseboats. Does the park consider the repercusssons 
of the sepuc systems on the houseboats” One faulty system could be devastating to valuable 
wildiefe m the lakes Also, | bebeve | am not the only person who feels thet houseboats are 
extremely uneppenting t look at They take sway s0 much of the beauty of the backdrop thet 
ss Voyageurs Natonal Park Do the houseboat companies educate the renser about the safety of 
Operating houseboats? How about specific polcy to proyect common courtesy from the 
houseboat renters onto the other crnzens of the park” Should the amount of alcoho! taken ans 
houseboats be krrsted? Due to the vastness, houseboats are easily able w carry an 
vnressonable amount of alcohol for thea attendants | knew of four renters who have had 26 
cases of beer for a four day weekend. 


| understand that 1 would be devastating % thease busmesses to prohsbit these houseboal renters 
from the park completely, but wouldn't it make tt more engoyable and peaceful for the other 
cauzens of the perk if houseboats were lumsted to the west side of the Brule Narrows” Aga, 
the pristine beauty of the park is rumed by -ne use of houseboats The long-range plan seems 
to be calling for more sstes for houseboats Don't let tes part of the plan go through More 
development for these boats will comunually take sway from the essence of thes perk Overall. 
the rest of the plan looks great. Of all of the Unsted States, dus perk 1s my favonee place. Your 
staff, comenstiess, and all park workers are downg « wonderful, wonderful job My farnuly and | 
hope to exyoy the park for many years © come 














Author: Barbara West st NP-VOYA 
Date: 09/26/2000 11:50 AM 
Normal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki 


Subject: Voyageur National Park Limitations 





- Forward 
Subject: Voyageur National Park Limitetions 


Contents 


Header 





Author: Readswell@ec)].com at np--internet 


Date: 09/22/2000 9:39 AM 


Dear Ms. West, 


I have been « property owner on Crane Lake for the last 10 years. I a 
strongly opposed to more restrictions relating to VNP including fees and 
permits. My family and friends travel into the park frequentiy. I have 


never seen any evidence that there is crowing or overuse. Often we only see 
a few other boats or houseboats. This is not « probles from my perspective. 


Why make it one? 

Thank you for your time. 
Sincerely Youre. 

Ann Randal) 

Wolf Bay 

Crane Lake . Minnesota 

Home address -- 2441 Stanton Dr 


Sioux Palle SD $7103 605 334-1916 
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Author: Barbera West at NP-VOYA 
Date: 09/26/2000 11:49 AN 
Bormal 





fe 
; 
F 


the 

spontaneous use I make of the Park. Perhaps the user fee idea would work in 
those parks that have only limited road access, but it would be stifling in « 
park with unencumbered water access such as Vosyageurs 

Although I domA??t like the idea of user fees I understand the need to 
increase revenues to support the operation of the park. I wouldnA??t 
strenuously object to purchasing a seasonal (or daily, weekly, sonthly, or 
whatever was the best for the user) unrestricted use permit. On the other 
hand, requiring « permit on day of use for a spontaneous picnic or shore lunch 
would be unworkable. I do hope that you make a serious effort to work with 
the 4??usersA?? before trying to put any proposal into effect. 
Brad Randa)) 


Or 
Sioux Palle, SD 57103 








: WHALRAPP@sol.com at np--internet 
Date: 10/07/2000 6:12 PM 
Normal 
TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs National Park 


I endorse the General Management Plan and I urge you to do your best to keep 
the park as pristine as possible. Although I canoced there only once. in 1954 
and only one of my 4 children has canced there I blieve that it should be 

kept exactly as it is for all future generations. 
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Author: GSALRAPP@scol.com et nap--internet 
Dste: 10/07/2000 6:15 BH 
worms) 


THAR eee enn eeeeereerenseweeseeannas Message Contents 
In @y previous message supporting the GHP I neglected to provide ay address 
(below) and I also wish to support moving the park headquarters to Orr. 


Bwing, MJ 09628 





Date: 10/16/2000 6:26 AM 
Norwal 





Yahoo! Messenger - Talk while you surf! It's FREES. 
com/ 
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Author: shelly groshonag <shongfree2beyahoo.com> at np--internet 


eee eee Message Contents 
Dear Kathleen. I am writing to express sy concern and 
opinice for the Bational Park Service Plas 
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September 16. 2000 Mo wt 


Ms. Kathiecn Praybyiaici 
Voyageurs National Park 
3131 Hiway 53 
Internationa] Falls MN 56649 


Dear Ms. Praybyteki: 


The purpose of this letter ts to express my opinion regarding the Draft copy of 
the Voyageurs National Park Managemen Pian. Environmental impact 
Statement and Visfior Use & Paciifties Plan. 


| am greauly opposed to the approval of this pian tn fts present form. 
Spectfically. | fecl strongly against the tmpusition of any type of cntry/user 
permits and fees and/or reservation system | have been enjoying Rainy Lake 
for over Unirty years. | honestly don't believe this Perk would have been 
approved # the idea of having to get “permission” ani u.cn having to pay @ fcc 
to visit and cryoy Unis area hed been tn the content of the origina! pian. 


| also eryoy fishing on Hainy Lake and fee) it is totally unnecessary for the 
National Park Service to become involved in any type of Fisheries Management 
Plan The DNR ts presently dotng « fantastic job tn this area 80 picase let them 
continue and stay out of t. 


My greatest concem ts the possibly negative long term eflects of this pian. | 
envision en increase of sestrictions ic bea op encemubiies ov ame ones 
a emmaee Destguation ens taling unjustiind efrantagp of Ge Gatangues 


As most everything in this plan promotes preservation as opposed to the 
original intent for the use and enjoyment of this Part. | urge you to extend the 
comment period. sertously regard the tnput recetved from boca! residents. stop 
allowing redical environmenta) associations to contsol you and write « pian 
that will allow us to continue to enjoy gli that this Park has to offer. 








Author. lroberte@decoreh K12 ia. us et np-- internet 
Date 08/22/2000 12:14 


Subject Voyegeure Nations] Perk 


I am writing in response to some of the proposed acti 
Netional Park. The topic I would like to comment on 8 

“Day Vee" and “Small Campeite" areas. My husbend and I own « 

Kabetogems. Ovuring our time on the lahe we enjoy stopping et various sites 
for “shore lunch". “Shore lunch" is not always the noon seal. but is 
sometimes enjoyed in the early evering. Three of the four existing “Day 
Vee* sites on Leake Kabetogeme are usvelily occupied and ere located quite « 
Gistence away. The fourth has been closed in the past Gue to eagles 
nesting in the eres. If I interpret the proposed changes correctly, with « 
reservation system email campsites wwwld be closet for Gay use occupants, 
eepecially in the lete afternoon or early evening hours. How discouraging 
to go by en unoccupied emall campsite and not be able to stop for « later 
*shore lunch*. I em wondering if any changes could be considered so that 
unoccupied emall campsites would be availabie for “dey wee" beyond 2.00 PH 
Thank you for your consideretion in this metter 

My name and eddress: Lois Roberts, 506 Mound Street, Decorah, iA 52191 
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4804 West Sunnyslope Road 
Edina, MN 55424 
October 10, 2000 


Barbara West, Superintendent 
Voyageurs Nathonal Park 
3131 Highway 53 
International Falis, MN 56649 


Dear Supernnntendent West. 


Although we have commented on the June 2000 draft General 
Manager»-m Pian (GMP) by letter of September 17, 2000, | would like to 
take this opportunity to express our strong support for Voyageurs Nabonal 
Park and the management of the Park by the Natonal Park Service We 
have followed with dismay the wholly unwarranted attack on the Park and 
its management team by ant)-Park and anti-conservation folks 

Voyageurs National Park is a gem It ts treasured by many 
Minnesotans and people who live throughout the United States and the 
world It was established to commemorate the histonc voyageur canoe route 
and to protect umsque natura) values and wildlife The Park Service has done 
an admirable job, especially in the past several years, in fulfilling this 
mandate 


Our sons have spent nearly every one of the past seven summers on 
Rainy Lake We deeply appreciate that they have had the opportunity to 
expernence the Park 

We recommend that the Voyageurs National Park headquarters be 
moved to Orr, Minnesota A headquarters in Orr would be closer to three of 
the four park visitor centers The Park headquarters should not remain in 
Internanonal Falls, which 1s hostile to the very idea of national parks 
Furthermore, more than 90% of the Park is in Si. Louis County, rather than 
the Koochiching County of International Falis 

Thank you for considenng our comments 


yap + Ru Cann 
Banton hs 
Ce NPS Director Stanton 
Secretary of Intenor Babbst 





4804 West Sunnyslope Road 


Edina, MN $5424 . 
September |7, 2000 . 
Barbara West, Supenntendent : 
Voyageurs Natonai Park 
3131 Highway 53 


Internatonal Falls, MN 56649 . 


Dear Supenntendent West 


We wish to comment on the June 2000 draft General Management Pian 
(GMP) and the Enviwonmental impact Statex-ent (EIS) for Voyageurs 
National Park. 


We wish to commend you generally on you proposed achon You empasis 
on the natural resource values of Voyageurs 1s positive and forward-looking. 
However, we recommend that you enhance the proposed action by adopting 
Alternative 2 for managing Voyageurs Nabonal Park Thuis alternative 
represents the best means for sustaining the natural resource values of the 
park 


Specifically, Alternative 2 discontinues commercial floatplane use in the 
park and bans private flostplane use on all internor lakes except Mukooda 
Thus 1s a positive move toward restonng quiet to the park and reducing 
negative impact on park resources, including the fishenes of the intenor 
lakes 


We support a cap on houseboats, both commercial and pnvatc. 


Saowmotnies should be allowed only if and where appropnate, as 
determined by a winter use plan, and only if wiiderness suitability and 
integrity are not impasred in general, snowmobiles have a very negative 
umpect on the enviroament. including the midhfe and people who seek to 
eqyoy quiet sports in the park, such as cross country shoers and snowshoers. 


Saowmobile races should be discontinued within the park This activity 1s 
mcompatible with protecting the resources of a nabonal park and has a 
sugmificamt negative mfluence on the park and visitors seeking 8 more natural 
winter expenence 


L' 
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We support the proposal to require free park permuts for overnight visitors to 
the park. This would apply to both tent campers and houseboaters. The 
issuance of permits will provide the Park Service with an opportunity to 


We support no-wake areas im specific bays on the four major lakes within 
Voyageurs. 


We support the sonmotorization of all interior lakes (except Mukooda Lake) 
and foot trails recommended in the proposed action as enhanced by 
Alternative 2. It is mmportant that nonmotorized areas be maintamed within 
Voyageurs for the long term health of the park’s natural resources and to 
provide a range of experiences for park visitors, especially those seeking to 
experence the park in quiet and solitude. 


Finally, we wish to support your fire management plan, which will 
reestablish natural fire regimes to the greatest extent possible. 


eee ire Pid) Oesnon 


Cc: NPS Director Stanton 
Secretary of Intenior Babbitt 
1848 C Street, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20240-0002 
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Author: Sarbare Rom <bjrom@morthernnet.com> at np--internet 

Date: 10/49/2000 10:57 AM 

Norma) 

"Oo: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 

cubjpect : ew Park plans. 

So Cen ons enwmrwreeerernneeseecesenenna a= Message Contents 

Hello I. Falls. Bill and I sport you fully on your new Park plans, and 

really er the fight with those who wish to exploit our natural 
housebos 


We wish you te best. 
Sincerely, Bill and Barbara Rom, P.O. Box 177, Ely, Mm. $5731. 
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Author: “Safe Air Repair" <safesireemig.net> at np--internet 
Date: 08/09/2000 2:39 Px 

Wormai 

TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 


I was just made aware of an attempt to close the park to Sea Plane traffic. I 
own 4 sea plane and we purchase fvel so we can get into Canada. We also overfly 
the area to get into Canada sometimes. My aircraft is operated to keep the noise 
down as auch as possible. and yet be safe. I am opposed to closing of the park 
to aircraft. Please leave it as it is now. Do not make any changes. 

Thank You, 

John Roscoe 





780 


Deas Supenmendent West 


| bebeve that your emphasis on the astural resource values of VNP in the June 2000 draft 
General Management Pian (GMP) for Voyageurs Natsonal Park 1s positive and forwasd- 
looking 

Ptease use Alternative 2 for managing Voyageurs Natsonal Park over the next decade 
Thus akernative represents the best means of sustaining the unique gifts that VNP has to 
offer the state, the nation and the world As a cancist and kayaker, | believe that one of 
the mosi umportant composents of this alternative is the ban on floatplanes and the 
issuance of no-wake areas oa the Parks big lakes Having non-motonzed areas 10 
Voyageurs is very important for the long term health of the park's natural resources and 
as a means of accommodating a wide variety of visitors 

Please also conmder the recent National Park Service decision to ban snowmobiles in 
other national parks Restnctions oa ssowmobiles, Voyageurs for safety reasons alone. 
are long overdue and need your attention Furthermore, | support removing the Chain of 
Lakes trail on the Kabetogame Peninsula 


Please recognize thet you have many supporters un your efforts to manage VNP with 
sound enviroamental pnaciples Remst calls for your remgnation by local self-interested 
motor sports groups They have never understood the pout that VN? is « astonal 
resource for al] Americans to exjoy, sot sust theirs to treat however they wish because i 
1s in thew “backyard” Please also consider moving the Park Headquarters to another 
location away from the hostility of the self-interested population in luternational Falls 
Thank you fo: coamdenny these comments 


2426 Wilshire Lane NE 
Rochester, MN 55906 
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Author: “Leura Ross* <leuregrosshc@hotmsil.com> at np--internet 
Date: 69/18/2000 6:44 AM 
Horas! 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki st MP-VOYA 
Subject: <no subject> 


I support Draft GaP 62 for the Vosegeur’s Mational Park Please allow very 
limited use of motors in this area. I would be very sad to lose another 
pristine area. We have so few left. 





Get Your Private, Free E-mail from MSN Hotmail at http: //wew. hotmail.com. 


Share information about yourself, create your own public profile at 
http: //profiles asn.cos. 
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October 20, 2000 

Barbera West, Supenntendent 

Vv Navonal Park “-e Z o 
3131 Hi $3 ~ o. 
Imernavonal MN 56649 

Dear Supenntendest West. 

Thank you for tus opportunity to comment on the Park Service's draft General 
a Se are aan oun. Sueets Cedaene Gp Cus Sesetes bas dans 
a commendabie job on thus task 

| have read over the draft plan and dunk that the best opnon 1s Alternative 2. 
Thus alternative has good (but not oo } 
and the best alternative for Voyageurs as a premmer navonal 

Most in this alternative are proposals to munimuze motonzed intrumons wn the 
park, the ban on floatplanes and o0-wake areas on the lakes Having 


on the lake trails. but removing the Cham of Lakes snowmobde trail on the 
Kabetogama Peninsula 


Thank you for conssdering these comments. 
Sincerely . 
Lak A 
Frank Rusnak 
999 408th Street 


Kenyon, MN 55946-3316 
tel: (507) 824-2068 
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CHAPTER 3: COMMENTS ON THE Drart ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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20720 E Weirt Canyon Road 


Wairaa, CA 91768 
October 22, 2000 
Kathieen Prrytytetu. GMP coordinator 
3131 Highway 53 
weernetone Fells MM 56649 
Oee Ma Prrydyteta 


Wi regard to the management pian for Voyagers Netonal Park. | offer 
the foflostng suggestions for enprovernent. Snowmobile reang « @ epor! which 
does not belong in e netonel perk and should ceese as scon es possibile There 
are adequate sites for Pus ectvity ovtmde of the natone perk 


| support ARermnative 2 as 8 means to better protect the perk environ- 
mert end resources. The number of houseboats should be lnited and s 
management pien be Geveloped for controlling thew use | support retarung 
Se 


1 perk staff is in any manner placed in danger as 8 resull of hostility 
toward how Voyagers = managed. | encourage the headquarters to be moved to 
@ eater loca! es soon as poseiie 


Preserveton of the park resources must taiu precedence over the seiftéll 


end shor! sighted demands of certamn local reesdents Use of non-motonzed 
meane of pert ecoses and eryoyment should be encouraged as weil 


lhe 


Seretsky 





Severstoke@scl com et ap-- internet 
06/23/2000 9:38 mm 


ideration, and please keep =e informed on 
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Author ‘Jip Schaberl* «)echaberen bwinds net» et ap- -internet 
Date: 09/21/2000 11:43 an 

Rorms) 

TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et BP-VOYA 

CC: «<TakeAction@mpces org> et HP-- INTERNET 


-----Originel Meesege----- 





a ee ee 


Alternative 2, es it affords the acest protection to the neturel resources. 
Although you deal with constant and eggreveting local negativity and pressure. 
I urge you te and support you as you make the tough decisions to sanege 
epecteculer satiogsl park thet it is, preserving it and its 
wilderness charecteristice for generations to come. 


Thank you for this opportunity, 
Sangre Schaber) 


4410 Town Roed 403 & 
internetiona) Palle mm $6649 
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Geer Congressman/Senator beams Lassned 


The U.S. Deparenent of the interior, Natonal Park Service, has developed 
@ proposed Genera! Management Pian and Vietor Use and Fecilites Pian 
for Voyageurs National Park. This proposed pian was developed trom twee 
ehemative plans, which had minimal public rou. 


| strongly urge you to support ARemetive Plan 1: Present Course of 
Action (No Action). Pieeee submit your own written comments. 











1910 C44 KB. B34 
Det’ FALLS SLb44 
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Ruther. Craig Schiller <schiller@meil sinn net> at ap--internet 
Dete. 06/23/2000 6:06 mm 

Bormal 
Tro 


i would like to voice sy opision that seaplane coperetions should be «) lowed 
to continue #8 they Go now, without edditions] restrictions. 


incerely. 
Creig Schiller 

$83 Cohansey Street 
Shoreview, —& 2 
651-481-8092 
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Author: Profmboule@®aol.com at np--internet 
Date: 10/08/2000 7:23 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: preserve the park 


Kathleen Praybyleki, GMP coordinator 
Dear Ms. Preybyleki 


Let me voice my support in favor of maintaining the most restrictive 
conservation practices possible for Voyageurs Park. I em a cance trip 
enthusiast and have taken dosens of trips all over the United States and 


——_- Please help keep the jetskis, motorboats, and snowmobiles to «a 
nimua. 


Mark Schlewin 
11 Meadow Run Road 
Princeton Junction, MJ 08550 








HY | 





Author: Tom Schulke <clasepix@®execpc.com> at np--internet 
Date: 09/11/2000 10:08 Ax 
1 


Norma 
TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyagers Netional Park 


Kathleen Praybyleki, 


There are areas set aside in thie country for wild life reserves with little 
human impact. This is good. 

However, to further restrict the areas in Voyageurs National Park would take 
away the opportunity for people to experience the area in motorized vehicles 
end seaplanes. Some areas need to be set aside to allow this. Do not 
restrict Voyageurs National Park. This area is intended to be experienced 
by people in a wide range of interests and will allow them to enjoy nature 
in Voyaguers and yet respect other areas that are already restricted. 


Thank you. 


Schulke 
422 School Street 
Waupaca, WI $4981 
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Author: Tom Schulke <c]lesepix@execpc.com> at ap--internet 
Date: 69/11/2000 10 11 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs Maticnal Park 

Hate eee ewer eeeesenne ner eeeeseensas ~-- Message Contents 
Kathleen Prsybyleki, 


There are areas eet aside in this country for wild life reserves with little 
human impact. Voyageurs National Park was set up to allow people of 
different interests to enjoy nature. This gives them a desire to respect 
and support the areas that are already restricted in use. This is good. 

To further restrict the areas in Voyageurs National Park would take away the 
opportunity for people to experience the area in motorized vehicles and 
seaplanes. Some areas need to be set aside to allow this. De not restrict 
Voyageurs Wational Park any further. A emall minority of people should not 
take away the rights of the mejority te enjoy an area such as this. 


Thank you. 


Thomas Schulke 
422 School Street 
Waupeca WI $4981 
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Author: Rich & Carolyn Seeman <seeéledpe net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 7:04 Pm 

Norma) 

TO: Kathleen Preybylek: at HP-VOYA 

Subject: Voyageurs Mational Park 

Hee eee eee cera nan naseseasseeseseueees Message Contents 


My wife and I are avid users of National Parks. We strongly oppose the 
effort to remove Vohageure from the National Park System and strongly 
Support the GMP's “Alternative 2° Please, please. please preserve 
Voyageurs National Park as ie. 


Thanks, 

Rich & Carolyn Seeman 
2223 Veterans Road #54 
Morton, IL 61550 
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Author Bob Shadduck <rehadduck@jerrysfoods com> at np-- internet 
Date. 09/06/2000 3:16 PH 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at WP-VOYA 

Subject. Voyegers National Perk 

+e eee eeeeneeeens ~ss-seeeeecceceeces Message Contents 


I wae only recentyly made aware of the discussion regarding the Park and 
seaplenes. i have flown sround Minnesote and Ontario leke country for over 
twenty years. 1 have never been in the BWCA because I do not have the luxury 
of trying to echedule free time. I have @ chance to get up north for a day 
or two. The airplane aliows me to do it with family end friends I go to 
that country because of the lack of development. I think the present 
situation with the Park and vigitore is acceptable and workable without sore 
Gevelopment and/or restrictions on seaplanes. The BWCA has siready made « 
huge amount of wilderness off limite for my family 
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Sandy Shea 
Box 2671 
Crested Butte, Colorado 81224 
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Author: ‘W. Kirk Shearer* <wkehearer@boylesmoak.com> at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 $:36 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Protect Voyageurs National Park Now! 

wm eer ecccoeecece “scene soccer ccccce Message Contents 

Adopt Alternative 2 of the GMP and resist pressure to spoil one of our coun: v's 
greatest wild places! Wever before has there been a more ridiculous name fo: a 
movement than “Wise Use." These people are anything but -movtivated by 
short-sighted greed and a paranoid fear of government imperialism, they pose the 
greatest threat to re NP. Please do not mark your place in history as 
the individual or administration responsibie for letting Our Park fall into 
ruin. Thank you for your consideration. 


W. Kirk Sheare: 

956 N. Jefferson St. 
Jackson, MS 39202 
(601) 948-0052 
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Author: Skowyra <rayskowyre@earthlink.net> et np--internet 
Date: 10/16/2000 10:14 AM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyageurs protection 


Dear Kathleen: 
I fell strongly that the wilderness resources of Voyageurs Park continue 
to be protected as a part of the NPS. Specddtessie I support the GHP's 
"Alternative 2," including: 

- developing « houseboat management plan that follows the GMP; 

- the proposal to keep float plane use at its current level, 


- the institution of a free permit system for overnight visitors in 
the park, 


- an end to snowmobile racing in the park, 

- moving the park headquarters from International Falls to Orr. 
Thank you 

-- Ray Skowyra 
2215 Summit Ave. 
Saint Paul, MN 55105 


phone: 651.645.5448 
ePax: 413.581.5656 
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VOYAGUERS NATIONAL PARK a -s 
imternatonal Fails. MN 


6-12-00 
To Whom it may concem: 


Our tamity has been coming up to the Voyaguers Park for 17 years. We have used 
tert sites. picruc sites and houseboat sites. For the iast twee years we have owned 
our own houseboat, that we keep moored at the Northwoods Landing in Crane Lake. 
We have always been good stewards of the land and continue to be to this date. As 
houseboat owners we have always adhered to the rules regarding use of houseboat 
sites and always policed our sites before leaving. Nobody has a greater appreciabon 
for the natural beauty of this area than we do. 


in 1999 we were able to share tis park with a handicapped friend of ours who would 
not have had the pleasure of experiencing the beauty of the park nad we not had our 
boat This year we had the pleasure of hosting a group of Senior Citizens who would 
also have been denied the park expenence without houseboat access. 

We Neve reviewed your proposed action for the park and frankly find it to be very 
disturbing and diecriminatory | seriously question the Parks's intent to provide a 
wilderness experience for the citizens of this country when the proposal restricts use to 
al but the most hale and hearty These are ow areas of concern: 


1. Your statistics on Park usage are grossly exaggerated As a frequent user | can 
unequivocaily state that you are several “00 thousand off in your estimate. 


2 Likewise, | find & disturbing that you think you can 80 accurately count 100's of 
thousands of visitors but counting iess than 30 private houseboats in the lower basin 
was Deyond you abaites 


3. The number of 10 private houseboats per basin will effectively deny close to 40 
boat owners park wide use of the park. Ali houseboat ownes have substantial 
investments in thew boats and can not readily move them. 


4 Denying houseboat owners the use of undesignated spots is unnecessary and 
potentially dangerous. House boaters use of the shoreline is very benign and virtually 
Nonexdsten compared to campers. We are self comained unts that do not require 
latrines.food safes. picnic tables etc. provided for ow use. Al times weather conditions 
prectude the use of designated sites and undesignated sites provide “safe harbor 
uneveiadie etsewhere 
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5. Making reservations for the use of tus particular park and it's sites is an 


6 As Canadian landowners and friends of landowners in the Park and in Canada. 
we are Concerned how these proposed changes will effect access to these propertes. 


In conchusson, | would like to share with you my observatons of the area over the last 
17 years. | Neve not noted any detenoration of the water or land properties in the Park. 
As & matter of fact. the white pines. the ongina’ predominate species in the area prior 
© the Clear cutting in the late 1800's and early 1900's, s making a strong showing 
over the iast ten years Water quality remains wtually unchanged With the new 
eqreemert for water reguiabon at the dam, which will provide a more netura’ water 
level, we should see an increase in fish spawning and water fow! nestng and 
reproduction. 


| have noticed a increase of people visiting the area 17 years ago when we started 
coming up here you rarely saw another boat for the whole week after you left Crane 
Lake There are more people visiting the Park now 250.0007 No Way! This figure is 
— that | challenge your to submit your figures and method of collection 


The physical makeup of the eres will prohiba more private housebosts naturally, but if 
yOu Need to set a limi that iimmit must include all houseboats currently located in both 
the Rainy and Namakan basins 


The currermt management reguiatons have protectsd the park adequately for 30 plus 
ON eens eres “# & ain’ broke, 


Sincerely 
a2. 


Lamy and Denise Simon 2700 Cu Ridge Tail Woodbury MN $5185 


cc Depth of the interior, Mr Bruce Babbat 
Senator Wel stone 





WW 





Author: Wendy <b o@yaho.. com> at np-- internet 
Date. 10/10/2000 3:27 PM 
Normal 
TO: Kathleen Preybyleki at WP-VOYA 
Gungest s Voyegeur Nat'l park 
PO ODS CLOSSS SHOSSODSSDOSOSOSCS ~----s* Message Contents 





Dear Me. Preybyleki, 

Concerning the Voyegeur Nat'l Park GHP, I support 
Alternative 2. I don't like the idea of « emall sumber 
of local residents deciding how the parks should be 
used, and heave always felt strongly sbout restricting 
the number of areas that permit snowmobiling. it's 
seems to be getting more end more difficult to find 
quiet areas, free from the noise of snowmobiles or 
motorized boasts, to enjoy x-c skiing or hiking. 

Thank you for your attention, 

Wendy S)oblom 

Minneapolis, 





Do You Yahoo!? 


Get Yahoo! Mail Pree email you can access from anywhere! 


bttp://mail. yahoo. com/ 
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Author: Jim & Shends Gkaleki «<stingyi@2s.net> at np--internet 
Date: 08/23/2000 4:17 AM 
crea. 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et BP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyegeurs draft comments 


$3 
International Pelle, Mi 56649-8904 
Dear Voyegeurs Metional Park General Management Plan: 


Recently, I have spent countless hours trying to review the Draft 
Genera) Plen, Environmental Impact Statement and Visitor Use 
and Paecilities Plen for Voyegeurse National Park ané find some of the 
issues both disturbing and non fect driven. My sain problems concern 
houseboats and in percticuler private house boats. I will try to 
reference a11 of sy pointe to corresponding peges in the draft I hope 
not to jump eround too such but I have so much to say 


Let me get to the heart of the issue. The proposed action is looking to 
limit the number of overnight houseboats in the park. Specifically. aii 
alternatives but the current plan want to limit private] houseboet 
permite to 10 per basin (Rainy District and Mamekar Dietrict) for 
camping. This includes the Park Services proposed plen. 
Although the proposed plen allows for use of undesignated sites for 
(eubject to « three-year review) it offere little value to 


River, aleo part of the Namekan District. 
private hovseeboete in the Rainy Dietrict but believe it may be « similar 
nveber. A quote from the proposed ection says, “Private houseboats sight 
find it difficult to obtein permite especially during peak periods of 
about three + months of 
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and $5,000 « week for houseboat rentals. It may sound es if I an 
condemning the commercise! operetions but I em sot, I am just pointing 
out buge inequities in what is taking place. I understand they have 
huge investeents and em in no way suggesting their livelihood should be 
teken awey 


An iseve thet I did not happen to see discussed in the Dreft other than 
e the Summary of Visitor Use and FPecilities Plan Meeting 
is the definition of « I would think thie is « 
criticel part of any plan that is to come forward and should have been 
eddreesed already. At thi point on the plen development I do not see 
how going forward ovteide people can have any input. 

of 


the plans other then the current plan propose sore government, 
more regulation and sore cost/incomvenience to park goers. I was hoping 
the political/governmente! climate was moving ewey from this. The Dreft 
wees some incredulous logic that « fee based permit system would provide 
better park management informetion than «e non-fee based permit syster 
(I-xT) There are five other National Parks thet Go not require 
entry/user fees or « reservetion/permit systes. Of all the serke, 
voyageure enjoys the sost developed and overnight fecilities (1-150) Why 
are fees needed now? Another quote on pege I-31 says. “During the 
scoping phase of the plenning process most people stated that they like 
the park the way it is currently managed end do not feel major changes 
ere needed. All plane except the current plen include major changes. 

In fact, the proposed ection sliocates monies for approximately 34 full 
time equivalent employees being edded to the Park besed on « $50, 000 
eeployee cost inclusive of fringes (estimated). There aust be some 
major work going on. The cost of the proposed ection is three million 
Gollars gore than the current plen while alternatives 2 and } are six 
willios dollars sore 


An eGditional inequity to howsebosete is thet «11 plens other than the 
current, use « ome)) and in some case very emell amount of money for the 
Gevelopment of houseboat sites In fact. although hoveebosts account 
for 11% (1-155) of the use of the Park lees than six percent of the 


of shoreline end 1,000 islands (I-iii) Bven at @ fully Geveloped rate 
of 400 campsites this would equate to one site perc 1.6375 giles of 
shoreline. I underetand that there ere different densities of campsites 
some of which ere as high as three per one helf wile but thie would only 
lead to reason thet many ereas would be only one site per eile or less. 
The people who feel affected by the leck of remoteness real.y have « 
arge number of remote sites without needing the entire Park. These 
seme visitors claiming « leck of remoteness are in goet cases using 
mechanical geans to get to their sites If people really feel the 
need for remoteness there is 2.) million ecres of the Boundary Waters 
Cance Areas and Quetico Provincial Perk bordering Voyegeure Nat ions) 
Perk. Voyegeure is only 10% of the size of the gore remote wilderness 
area nearby and allowing houseboats and aotorboets provides « more 
Giverese visitor experience (1-153). 


~~ 


In severe) sections of the Dreft it telke about the seed to contro) 
Thet increased future use is an impending Ganger to the 

perk yet, ot (1-155) it etetes thet houseboeting hase increased minias) ly 

over the lest ten years. Thie does not sound like an impending denger 


concern was grayweter (shower end dishweter) froe houseboete. 

heve some @erit I find it hard to believe, no it 

to how thie is any different from tenter's bething and 

ishes et their sight (1-14). At (1-197) it etetes, “The Park 
ed 
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® occasional public inquiries or criticel reeponses*. 
mo Gate on the effects of grayweter who can give « rightful 
stetement about ereyweter. Upon further ingui 
meeting in Orr, Parc etaff admitted that thie public compleiat 
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Cuarrer 3: Commenrs on tHe Daart ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 











SPA Member #004701 


651-429-2296 
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seriously. 

11780 8 Lake Rood 
eoceeecn, ss7es 
218-263-6631 Dey 


Sincerely. 





Votume 2: COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 


498 


Joan Sauth The proposal has suggested a feasibility study of Entry/User Fees. As there are no 

woe. em 1-D Shady Way roads or large facilines to maintain, and there is an adequate staff, | see no reason for any 
Circle Pines, MN fees of any kind. | feei the taxes the people of this country pay should be quite enough to 
$5014 maintam this park 


In dosing and as a member of the Voyaguer Country Houseboat Association, | am 
Voyageurs Nationa) Park coacemed about Voyaguers National Park in all respects | and members of our 
General Management P'an assocaation believe that our presence is an asset io the park and want to continue to be so. 
3131 Highway 53 I would ask thet you support the Alternative #| “Present Course of Action (No Action)” 
International Fall, MN 56649-8904 portion of the Draft of June 2000 for changes in Voyageur National Park. 


Sncerely, 


‘ 


Joan A. Sauth 

Thus letter is m regards to the proposed changes in Voyageurs National Park as 
stated in the Draft of General Management Pian/Environmental Impact Statement and 
Visitor Use and Facilities Plan of June 2000. 


Thus perk and the surrounding area is the chosen vacation spot of myself and my 
husband. it is a beautiful, well mautamed area. 


lt was alarming to us when a short time ago we became aware of the proposed 
Changes for the perk. As private housebost owners, 10 permuts for us seemed unfair 
Comsnercial houseboats are allowed SO permits. Private houseboats, which ::sually have 2 
people on board , are not in the park every day, whereas commercial housebosis are in the 
park every day with up to 20 people on board. We as private houseboat owners feel a 
connection to the park and a responsibilty to mamtain it’s pnstine beauty. As bosters 
Ourselves, we are concerned sbout the disregard for safety on the water, and have tned to 
educate many of the large aumbers of visitors on board the commercia] houseboats as to 
the rules and regulanons for safe boating in the perk. 


The proposal has made an attempt at describing a houseboat. | would suggest that 
a houseboat be defined as follows: a boat thet a person can walk through, standing up, 
from bow to stern, « having a bed, a bexscoom, a full kitchen area, and a black water 
holding tank of at least 15 gallons In using this description, it will make it much easser for 











< park rangers to determune whether a campsite or houseboat site would be used for any 

© specific boat type. At present there are many ideas as to what is and isn’t a houseboat. 

m As private houssboaters, we have helped in reporting and controlling fires in the 

y park, helped stranded campers, helped in emergency situations with ingured or ill park 

2) visitors, and rid the park of unclaimed trash found flosting in the water and left on islands. 

: I feel the park is a better maintained and cleaner place because of actions of the private 
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, - Joseph A Sruth 
--- —_" 1-D Shady Way 
Circle Pines, MN 

$5014 


Voyageurs National Park 

General Management Plan 

3131 Highway $3 
International Fall, MN 56649-8904 


Thus letter is in regards to the proposed changes in Voyageurs National Park as 
stated in the Draft of General Managemcat Plan / Environmental Impact Statement and 
Visitor Use and Facilities Pian of June 2000 


First | would like to say that | bebeve the present park staff and management are 
doug 8 very good job in the enforcement aad admunstranon of this beautiful perk | also 
bebeve that those of us that use i have had a partnership with park staff in heiping to keep 
the pristine beauty of park waters and land, and will continue to want this partnership 


As an owner of a houseboat that uses the park, | take issue with some of the 
Proposed changes 


In the proposal, the one greatest problem ares is the issuance of permits. | and my 
wife own our houseboat and use it in the park during the summer months There are 27 
other private owners as well, making a total of 28 private housebost owners in the 
Nameakin basin of the park, yet the proposal only allows for the issuing of 10 permits for 
private bousebosts. On the other hand, there are two housebost rental companies on the 
basn, and they are allowed 50 houseboat permits The houseboat companses are family 
owned, s0 with husband and wife owners, that is 4 individuals being allowed to have 50 
houseboats, and yet with the same scenano, 28 husband and wife owners of private 
houseboats, a total of $6 people, are only allowed 10 houseboats. | see that as not only 
unfair, but discrimanatory to the private owners. If permits are a necessary alternative to 
the park operation, then the only fas and nondiscriminatory way to handle it would be to 
issue all private houseboats a permit. 


The proposal hes made an attempt at describing a houseboat, and | feel thai it has 
come up very short on this attempt. | would suggest that a houseboat be defined as 
follows: a boat that a person can walk through, standing up, from bow to stern, it having a 
bed, a bathroom, a full kitchen area, and a bleck water holding tank of at least 15 gallons 
in using this descnpton, it will make « much casser to judge whether a campsite or 
houseboat site would be used for any specific boat type At present there is confusion 
regarding thes interpretation. 





F00 


In regards to the park use by housebosters. As a private owner | seldom have over 
4 people on my boat, on the other hand, the rental houseboats, have up to 20 people per 
boat With this number of people (20) per boat, there is many times loud parties, drinking 
(mtoxication), and blatant disregard for park rules and safety regulations. In many cases 
we private houseboaters have cleaned up after these parties at sites, and in the waters of 
the park As private houseboaters, we have helped stranded campers, heiped in emergency 
situatons with ingured or ill park visitors, and have helped in reporting and controlling 
fires in the park | feel as though we as private owners have been and will continue to be 
an asset to the park. We feel an attachment to the land and the water of the park, as many 
of us have been houseboating these waters for decades, and want to continue this way of 
hfe 


The proposal has suggested a feasibility study of Entry/User Fees. As | stated 
earher, | believe the park staff and administration is doing a good job at present and will 
continue to this in the future. As there are no roads or large facilities to maintain, and 
there is an adequaic staff, | see no reason for any fees of any kind. | feel the taxes the 
people of this country pay should be quite enough to maintain this park. 


I believe the whole draft is flawed in many areas In researching this draft, and 
going back to other publications by the National Park Service, Voyageurs National Park 
and pubhcations from the Department of the interior, | find that many tumes the 
information from the other publications and documents(found in the Library of Congress) 
are the same as what is in this draft. The research that was done, and published in this 
draft appears to be very shabby work. In many cases the information reported as facts are 
totally incorrect, distorted, or very ambiguous | teach elementary Communications and 
Language, and if | was to grade this for it’s correct content, | am not sure that it would 
pass, although 1t does look very impressive, unfortunately at the tax payers expense 
Please find attached to this letter the article from the Timber Jay, Volume | |, issue 30, oF 
June 29, 2000. In this article the people there representing this draft, all but said the same 
thang | just did 


In closing | would like to say that my wife and I are members of the Voyageur 
Country Houseboat Association, a group of private houseboat owners that are concerned 
about Voyageurs National Park in all aspects. We are unsted in our beliefs that our 
presence is an asset to the park and we want to maintain our stewardship with it | ask you 
to support us in our efforts to maintain our houseboating way of life and to support the 
Alternative #1 “Present Course of Action (No Action)” portion of the Draft of June 2000 
for changes in Voyageur National Park 


mn Geph Oe 
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Governor Jesse Ventura 
130 State Capnal 

75 Contututon Ave. 
St Paul, MN 55155 


Arrived Via DNR 


Governor Ventura, 

Thus letter is in regards to the proposed changes in Voyageurs National Park as 
stated im the Draft of General Management Pian / Environmental Impact Statement and 
Visitor Use and Facilities Plan of June 2000 


Forst | would like to say that | bebeve the present park staff and management are 
doing a very good job in the enforcement and admunstration of this beautiful park. | also 
bebeve that those of us that use it have had a partnership with park staff in helping to keep 
the pristine beauty of park waters and land, and will continue to want this partnership 


As an owner of a houseboat that uses the park, | take issue with some of the 
proposed changes: 


In the proposal, the one greatest problem area is the issuance of permits | and my 
wife own our houseboat and use it m the park during the summer months. There are 27 
other private owners as well, making & total of 28 private houseboat owners in the 
Namakin basin of the park, yet the proposal only allows for the issuing of 10 perms for 
private houseboats. On the other hand, there are two houseboat rental companies on the 
basin, and they are allowed 50 houseboat permsts. The houseboat companies are family 
owned, so with husband and wife owners, that is 4 individuals being allowed to have 50 
housebosts, and yet with the same scenano, 2% husband and wife owners of private 
houseboats, a total of 56 people, are only allowed 10 houseboats. | see that as not only 
unfas, but discriminatory to the private owners. If permuts are a necessary alternative to 
the park operation, then the only fasr and nondiscruminatory way to handle it would be to 
issue all private houseboets a permst 


The proposal has made an attempt at describing a houseboat, and | feel thet 1 has 
come up very short on this attempt. | would suggest that a houseboat be defined as 
follows: a boat thet a person can walk through, standing up, from bow to stern, it having a 
bed, a bathroom, a full kitchen area, and black water holding tank of at least 15 gallons. 
In using this descnption, it will make it much easier to yudge whether a campsite or 





FO | 


houseboat site would be used for any specific boat type At present there is confusion 
regarding thus interpretation. 


In regards to the park use by housebosters. As a private owner | seldom have over 
4 people on ary boat, on the other hand, the renta’ houseboats, have up to 20 peopie per 
boat. With this aumber of people (20) per boat, there is many umes loud parties, drinking 
(imtoxcation), and blatant disregard for park rules and safety regulations. in many cases 
we private houseboaters have cleaned up after these parties at sites, and in the waters of 
the park As private housebosters, we have helped stranded carnpers, heiped in emergency 
situations with inured or ill park visitors, and have helped in reporting and controlling 
fires in the park | feel as though we as private owners have been and will continue to be 
an asset to the park We feel an attachment to the land and the water of the park, as many 
of us have been houseboating these waters for decades, and want to continuc this way of 
life 


The proposal has suggested a feasibility study of Entry/User Fees As I stated 
earlier, | believe the park staff and admumstration is doing 8 good job at present and will 
contume to thus in the future As there are no roads or large facaltses to maintain, and 
there is an adequate staff, | see no reason for any fees of any kind | feel the taxes the 
people of this country pay should be quite enough to masntain thus park. 


In closing | would like to say that my wife and | are members of the Voyageur 
Country Houseboat Association, a group of private houseboat owners that are concerned 
about Voyageurs National Park in all aspects. We are united in our beliefs that our 
presence is an asset to the park and we want to maintain our stewerdshup wah it | ask you 
to support us in our efforts to maintain our houseboating way of life and to support the 
Alternative #1 “Present Course of Action (No Action)” portion of the Draft of June 2000 
for changes in Voyageur National Park. 


ae O Ant 
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“Mike & Ruth Gmith* <mikeomithOweve net> at np--internet 
10/05/2006 9:52 mm 
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Author: “Eben Spencer Jr“ <spence@ruraleccers.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/19/2000 4:16 Pm 
Borme] 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Genreral Management Plan 
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Dear Ms Przybyisin 


| would like to express my suppor for the chosce of Alternative #2 as the General Management 
Plan for Voyageurs Nebvonal Part | beieve this chore best balances the useds of motonzed 
and non-motonzed users and the preservanon of the park's astural and histonca! resources 


| also favor the following addivonsmodificanons to ahernative #2 


Houseboat use should be limsted to curremt numbers A// houseboats should be required to have 
proper faciimes for holding and dasposing of gray water as well as bieck water Dumpng of 
wash water darectly imto the lake would not be tolerated of campers af shoreline sites and 
houseboats should be simuilarty required to property despose of al! wastewater 


Snowmobile racing withen the part should be stopped ummechately These events heve no piace 
we raponal park, and there 1s certmnly no shortage of available sites outmde of the park 


Kabetogame Pemasuls should be managed 1s 8 manner that could allow for future designation as 
a wiiderness area. unciuding the closing of the Chain of Lakes snowmobile trai! across the 
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Since the comment period for the draft Generali Management Plan for the park has been reopened yet 
again, and because I recently read an edisorial in the Timberjay News with an excellent idea, | am 
writing a second tame concerning the General Management Plan. While | stand by the opinioas | 
expressed im my earlier lerer of 6 August 2000, | would likc to add my support for the proposal 
expressed m the Timsberjay to move the park headquarters from Internatioaal Falls to Orr. 


The mousy kooks and bumpkins of Koochiching County have long hated the park. They have never 
been able to understand thet the park is not solely theirs. As a national park, it belongs to all the 
people of the United States, and all U.S. citizens should be able to have a say in the management of 
the park. Because of the widespread hatred of the park by many Koochiching County residents and 
them elected officials and thei extreme lack of cooperation wih federal park managers, both perk 
managers and Koochiching County politicians should be much happier without tne mtrusion of the 
park headquarters imto enemy terraory. 


The Timberjay enumerates a number of other reasons why the park headquarters should be moved 
from Ineernational Falls to Orr: 


1) Most park visisors come from the south and enter through Crane Lake, Ash River, and 
Kabetogama. Thus Orr is the natural gateway for these visitors. 


2) Residents of these towns view the park as an asset and work to promote the park. 
3) Most of the land area of the park lies in St. Louis County, not Koochiching County. 


I ask you to consider the possibility of moving the headquarters. Such a move would certamly have 
my suppor. 


Sincerely, 


copies: Secretary Bruce Babbitt, Congressman James Oberstar, Senator Paul Wellstone, Senator Rod 
Grams, Senator Bob Lessard, Represemative Loren Solberg 








21950 County Road 445 - J mee 
Bovey, MN 55709 fey 
6 August 2000 


Ms. Barbara West, Superinsendent 
Voyageurs National Park 

3131 Highway 53 

International Falls, MN 56649 


Dear Superineeadeat West: 


I am writing to comment on the draft Generali Management Plan and "9 vircamenial Impact 
Statement for Voyageurs National Park (VNP). 


In my opinion, the emphasis in the proposed rans on protecting natural resource valucs is 
highly commendable, and | would like « go on record as supporting Altzraative 2 for 
managing the park. | fully support t< proposed bar. on floatplanes. The desination of no- 
wake zones on the large lakes is also very important. 


When pursuing outdoor recreation, I personally find the sounds of such motorizaai equipment 
as snowmobiles, motorboats, off-road vehicles, low-flying aircraft, and automobiles w:th 
faulty mufflers 

irritating and obnoxious. If | wanted to listen to this cacophony, | would have no need to 
visit VNP- I could simply stay home in rural Minnesota. More importantly than my feclings, 
however, is the negative impact that noisy mechanized recreation has on wi.dlife. | 
understand that the legislation creating VNP provides for continuing snowmobile use, so that 
an outright ban on this activity would not be legal, but I hope that the management oi VNP 
will work toward ensuring that large areas of the park remain free of motorized u.cusion. 


Thank you in advance for considering my views. 


Sincerely, 
William K. Steele 
William K. Secole 
: Stanton 
“poe cae 
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STETT?2@e01.com at ap--internet 
10/13/2000 12:44 PH 


eo emall, its loss 


| 
[ 
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Craig Rayeond Stettner 
Grant Dr. 
Plaines, IL 60016 
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“Mark 1° <medraftenorthlink.net> at ap--internet 
Date: 


10/14/2000 11:26 PM 


Normal 
TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki st NP-VOYA 
Subject: Ge 


To Park Personal, 


As an American, I valve the park system as both a biclogical reservoir and as a 
common link with that 

value in ay fellow americans. I urge you to steer the park in the direction of 
alternative 2. I hope you will resist 

the moves of isolationist local forces, our democracy cannot stand the 
fragmentation of commonly held 

foundation values. Additiomally, I urge you to control, limit and create strict 
mansgement of motorised uses in 

the park. I believe most americans support maintaining the aost natural park, 
ample oportunities exist for 

motorised recreation outside the park. Motors are counter to any non-motorized 
users experience, non-aotorised 

users should not be the sacrificed users. 
America's parks being a national value. 


Sincerely, 


Please continue the tradition of 





i 
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Dear Sppt. West: 


sy do not allow snowmobile use 
in Voyageurs Ntl Park. Lldt's 


keep it wild and quiet. 





Mel L. 


Rardoeult, AR 5502f-SE51° 


Sept 20, 2000 
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Author: ‘Rich M.D.* <reugden@wyoming.com> at np--internet 
Date: 08/22/2000 2:13 PM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: Voyagers Mat'l Park - Seaplane Operations 
anette eter e were ween nen nnreeenes Message Contents 


Me Przybyleki, 


AS an active general aviation pilot, and seaplane operator, please do not place 
any more restrictions on seaplane operations at Voyager's National Park than 
you might place on boats. Please consider that a seaplane is nothing but a boat 
that arrives by sir rather than on a trailer. After all, when we're on the 
water, 

we are governed by the Coast Guard, not the FAA! 


Thank you for your consideration. 


Richard Sugden 
Jackson, WY 
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Waverly iA 
Oct. 6, 2000 
Kattieen Prrybyteu 
GMP Coordinator 
3131 Highway 53 
internatonal Falls, MN 56649 : 
Ms. Przybyteki, 


| will adit at the start that | erm a canceist. | have canced in Voyageurs. tthe 
i dintensueber ne en ee eee 
and booming thunder. 


| am writing to voice my support for GMP alternative 2. Nowy motorized 
recreation seekers have thousands of lakes and miles and miles of trails to roar down. 
Please help make Voyageurs quieter not noisier. For some of us, visiting pieces of 
peace and quist is not just a pleasant diversion, it is essential to our well beng. 


In 1933 Horace Albright made the following statement in an address when 
retiring as National Parks Director: “Keep large sections of primitive country free trom 
the influence of destructive civilizaton. Keep these bits of pnmitive Amenca for those 
who seek peace and rest in the silent places; keep them for the hard climbers of the 
Crags, keep them for the horseman; keep ther for the scientist and students of nature. 
keep them tor all who would use thea minds and hearts to know what God had 
Created. Remember, once opened, they can never be wholly restored to primeval 


charm and grandeur.” 
hawt amd LY 
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Author : Sweatt’ <h ypoint.com> et np--internet 


Date: 09/15/2000 11:41 AN 
Worms, 





TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at HP-VOYA 
Subject: Re: trying to help with email 


As you can see from the above, I am from the Twin Cities environs with « summer 
residence on Rainy Lake. I am on Red Pine Island which is 2+ miles MwwW of the 
De 


. 1 Because much more work needs to be done before settling 
on @ 20 year plan. Totally missing from the work so far is a strategy for 
rey the relations with the local community. In fact the alternatives as 
well as the proposal will worsen relations. Por instance: further restrictions 
he housebost industry. the only commercial venture 


Other commercial beneficiaries of the park are 
fuel and grocery sales which would be somewhat less without the park. The park 
has haspered eaployment by ridiculous requirements foisted on fishing guides. 
Why is « large insurance policy and a captains license necessary to take people 
fishing in @ emall boat? Why should the park try to regulate this business? Why 
should the perk regulate sightseeing boats as long as they do not land on perk 
property? 


Why does not the perk hire more local people? Each employee would ect as an 
embaessedor of the park, helping repair the park's dreadful reputation in the 
community. I can think of no ection more likely to infuriete the local community 
than setting up « fee, reservation, registration systes. A registration systes 
ie not necessary for an accurate count. The US Census Buresu says that sampling 
ie more eaccurete than an actual count. Since that is what is being done today, 
any change to an actual count would introduce errors not present today. 


The capstone of the Park's drive to slienate the local community is the current 
and future plens for the snowmobile. Winter in the far north does not offer « 
rich offering of recreation. I Go not use snowmobiles, so I have no axe to 
grind. Would « trail through the Kabeto: ame Penninesula be so horrible? Why not 
throw the locel people a bone? 


As I have said above, I es « neighbor of the park. This year I have taken three 
Gay tripe into the park. In previous years 1 have camped and houseboated. | 
love the park. The rengere and other ne=ployees are nice le. So how about 
some ideas to improve relations. NPS shou 

Rendevous to Kettle Felis and beck. 
activity could lengthen the season for the resort 
week if held before Memorial Day or efter Labor . It could involve the 
Mounties, Coast Guerd, and Park Rangers. We could have three or four differer. 
classes: Freight Canoe (challenge Thunderbey). aluminum cance, wood and canvas 
cance, racing cance, and kyack. It would demonstrate to the community that HPs 
really does have the capacity to actually form pertnerehipe and that it can be 
pert of the community. I would be happy to sit down with you and flesh out the 
idea 


and houseboats by at least « 


Sincerely H.L. Sweatt, Redpine island 
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Dees Ms Preybytek 


h hes Come to ay aftembon thet there are several alternatrves bemg coamdered thet would brve 
en mmpect on asrcraft waflic and seaplane activity over the Voyagers National Park 


As 6 seuphame | bebove that thare should be ap changes to the wey thet commercial and 
a eeee is engham an dhvnad <> eputin ditie totemaain of Vagagen Vainad 
Park. Therefore, | am m favor of the first ahernative. 


Thank you 


Very truly yours, 
OO 


Ek River, MN 55330 
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Author: ‘Pred 8° <freds@anet.com> st np--internet 
Dete: 09/14/2000 9:51 mm 

Bormal 

TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at WP-VOYA 


I am writing to submit comments for the National Park Service Draft General 
ym Plan (@@) and Environmental] Impect Stetement (EIS) for Voyageurs 
Rational Park. 


Pirest and foremost, the plan should eddress resource protection for the park. It 
is time we stop ensuring the destruction of our national treasures such as 


He 


Snowmobile use should be limited to only yw areas where wildlife is not 
a@versely affected and the wilderness is not damaged. Snowmobile races within 
the park should be discontinued poe BA, Surely there quest be other suitable 
lend in Minnesota for this activity other than Voyageurs Nationa) Park. 


Bousebost use, both commercial and private, should be limited. 
Sincerely, 


Pred Suponer 

P.O. Box 1128 
Wayne IL 60164-1128 
frede@anet con 
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Author: ‘Willies Teygen® <williemcornbreadshotesil.com at ap-- internet 
Date: 10/22/2000 7:41 
Borms) 


TO: Ketaleen Prsybyleki et NP-VOYA 

Subject: Official Comments Re: Voyageurs Bstional] Park General Manage 
Soe ceeeercescoccesecoesescoccoorecocs Message Contents 

Willies Taylor 

$16 South 44th Street 

Philadelphia, PA 19104 


218-668-0476 
williemcornbresé@hot asi) com 
October 22, 2000. 


Please include these comments in the official record regarding the Voyageurs 
Bational Park General Management Plen. 


As a former resident of Northern Minnesota, I am concerned with the increase of 


ee ee nO EN Se © ey ee 
of aotorised recreation. is a Mati Park, for the good of all the 
people of the country, not just for the fine folk of Sorthern Minnesota. 

I support Alteznative 2 in the Draft General Management Plan, with a few 
exceptions: 

Snowmobiles 


welcome. Snowmobiles 

There should be «a few pleces where 
There should be no exceptions for ‘radar runs.* These routes are neither 

welcome nor compatible with a Mational Perk. 

Ploatplanes: 

Commercial and Private floutplane used should be discontinued within the park. 
Bouseboats— 


There gust be 4 cap on commercial and private houseboats. 


Permits: 

All overnight visitore gust obtain a free park permit, to enable the Park 
Service to obtein visitetion and vee statistics to iaprove the eanegement of the 
Perk. 


Please call or email me if you have any questions. 
Thank You, 
Williem Taylor. 
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Thas letter 1s beang written in support of local catizens coacern for the proposed hunts 
beang placed on ow Voyagers Nevonal Park waters. My first concern is with any lumi 
being placed over the water way winch would restnct acosss and/or use of the Part 


On August 14, 2000, | rend Kathicen Przbyiski's lemer and was impressed by the efforts 
to inform the public of the input, and response to it. Whale « does appear that the Part 
Service has worked hard to unform the public about proposed changes, |'m sure that there 
are still many citizens who are act eware of what is goung on. | believe that most, if nov 
all of your pubic meeshags, heve been held curing the dayume when mos of the cluzens 
who are ewere and would be unterested wn attending, must work. If that is so. ther most 
have not been gsven a far opportunity to vowe thes opumons. 


My second concere is with the limsts and restrictions placed on “houssb:<as™! +»: <i of 
all, the Park's definition of that group. There are verying ¢e,ywees of casecity ad 2:22, 
as many eve hacury sport crafts, which ave able to be used for overmght, ‘nx generally are 
tamply “comvemence “crafts” in my opumon = jroper definitios should br: one that 
sets Certam square footage requarements, end allows for the difference As the proposal 
stands, there is o large dieparity in the Park's plan to limst the overnight stays on the 
maessrve waters to 50 commercial and |( private “houseboats” Many of the privets 
“noussbost” owners heve enjoyed thew crafts for years, and as long as they abode with 
keepang the environment clean, there should be no restnctons on the number of crafts. 
ht also appears that the plan to add 280 - 320 more camp sites, would correct this issuc. 


| for ome, would like to thank you for extending the comment period A! the same ume, | 
add my support for addiponal ume due to the long range umplcabons these restncbons 
would heve on those of us who heve the freedom to enjoy the beauty of VNP. While 
delays do in fact cost money, you must keep in mind thet the citizens who will be 
restricted are the ones paying the taxes My support is behind NO CHANGES to 
Voyager Nenonal Part withou! strong scennfic evidence to suppor such restnchons 
Thank you. 


cae* 
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CHarTer 3: COMMENTS ON Tee Darart ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
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Author: WThomp3700@acl.com at np--internet 

Date: 10/16/2000 7:55 PM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Przybylski at NP-VOYA 

Subject: Re: Voyaguers MP Gmp Alt .2 

ter ecet-eee ~ tort ote rteree---+-------- Message Contents 
Dear Ms. P; 

I do not live in this area of Minnesota, but have been there several 
times over the years, the most recent a couple of years ago when my wife and 
I spent a couple weeks in the area. Also, a number of years ago when we lived 
in Montana I took a group of Boy Scouts to this area for a 10 day canoe trip. 
and this was the highlight of my, and several of the boys’, life. We need to 
keep some areas in this country of ours where we can still go any time of the 
year and not have to put up with snowmobiles and power boats at all hours of 
the day, in every nook and cranny of the Lake Country. Some of us out here 
still do not buy into the over-use of mechanically powered recreational 
devices on our public lands and parks. Count me as one who, at age 68, still 
likes to go to places like Voyageurs, and the Boundry Waters, to escape the 
traffic, on land, water, and in the air, that continues to assault us froa 
all sides. Please continue with you efforts to implement the General 
Management Plan, and its alternative 2. I am familiar with the plan and its 
specifics and will not belabor the length of this e-mail. Sign me up! 


Sincerely; J. Nevin 
16426 Villa City Rd. 
Groveland, Florida 34736-9409 
Phone; (352) 429-4639 
e-mail nthomp3700@a0cl . com 
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Brian N. Toder, Ltd. 
4 Pasvumeras 
Briee MK. Teder y 0-4 ---4 
te ons Cate Sane Pair, Moomeots 66161 aD 
234-3000 

TEacopmm (651) 294-0880 
August 23, 2000 
Supenntendent Barbara West 
Voyageurs National Park 
3131 Highway 53 
International Falls, Minnesota 56649-8904 
Re: August 22nd Meeting with Voyageur Country Houseboat Operators Association 
Dear Barbera, 


It was very nice meeting you yesterday | hope you were as pleased as | was by what was 
accomplished at yesterday's meeting Although none of the issues we brought to the 
meeting were re->ived, no one expected them to be What we did hope to achieve, in fact 
happened, i.e., w. left with a feeling that we have a community of interests with the NPS, 
that we are indeed nartners and that we will be treated fairly My discussions with 
members after o. ceting were very positive about our future relationship with the NPS 
as Voyageurs evolves. 


You can expect our position paper in a few weeks. In the meantime, thank you for your 
consideration. 


Very truly yours, 
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Author: TOWLESKI@sol.com at np--internet 
Date: 08/22/2000 3:33 PM 
Normal 
TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
CC: sleguilemen.com at NP-- INTERNET 
Subject: Seaplane Restrictions 
ee wewe reece cc cence ccccccccscesssose= Message Contents 
It has come to my attention that the National Park Service is considering 
restrictions regarding float plane operation in and above Voyagers National 
Park. 
I am opposed to any limitation of floatplane operation on Voyagers Park. 
As a float plane pilot, I often operate in and above the Park, on trips to 
Ontario. Purther, as a physician, I fly through the area enroute between Ely 
Hospital and Palle Memorial Hospital. These flights would be impossible in 
marginal weather, if airspace limitations were increased. 
Please do not further restrict access to the park. 
Sincerely, 
Stephen L. Towle MD 
2401 Deerwood DR 
Cook, MN $5723 
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August 22, 2000 


Dear Ms. Przybyteld: 


| would like to comment on the proposed rufe changes for Voyager's National Park relating to 
seaplane operation within the park. 


| am a fost plane pilot based on Lake Vermilion at Cook, MN. | am aiso 8 physician and utilize 
my aircraft on floats to fly to work st the Ely Hospital as well as international Falls and Baudette 


Eliminating commercial as well as private seaplane traffic within the park would adversely affect 
my flying. 

As & regional sportsmen, flying to central Ontario multiple times per year would also be 
adversely affected 


$P OS SOO EES SS Gs aw ee 
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Author: “DeWayne Townsend" <d-town@maroon.tc.umn.edu> at np--internet 
Date: 09/15/2000 9:39 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 

Subject: VOYAGEURS NATIONAL PARK DRAFT PLAN 

ce cccccccocccocoooscscooocosoccoscoccs Message Contents 

Dear Ms. Prsybyleki 


Re: VOYAGEURS NATIONAL PARK DRAFT PLAN 


I would support alternative 2 of the plan, but I must say 
that I am still very concerned about the use of powered 
recreational vehicles in the National Park. I would prefer 
that they be banned outright from all wilderness sreas (that 
includes intrusion of sound from these devices), and only 
allowed into a National Park if they meet noise requirements 
of say 60db at SOOft at 3000rpm. The sound is the most 
annoying, but not my biggest concern. My biggest concern is 
for the wildlife of the area and the potential for 
Gisruption of their behavior during a time of great 
difficulty simply surviving. 


DeWayne Townsend, PhD. 

Research Associate 

University of Minnesota 

$15 Delaware St. SE., 16-212 MIST 
Minneapolis, Mi $5455 

(612) 626-4591 (voice) 

(612) 626-1484 (PAX) 
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Robert Trever 
435 Swenson Road NE 
Bemidji i 56601-7451 


216-751-6561 
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Russell Tuckel, JR 
PO Box 1031 * Lawrence, KS * 66044 


“77> Gis 


To Whom it Mey Concern: 


| am @ seaplane pilot end wish to express my concer regarding the Geners! 
Management Pian for Voyegeurs National Park. | support Atternative 1, which 
will continue to allow the widest range of access to the park. With e Boundary 
Area containing 1,000,000 acres, visitors who wish to eryoy the park awey from 
motonzed access erees should heve more than enough spece to do so. 


| Delbeve thet ali vistors should be able to eryoy Voyageurs National Park. As 
sccess to the perk becomes more restricted, the number of people able to vist 
the perk decreases. A national perk should provde erees accessible to 
everyone, not just those who wert to eryoy the wilderness awey from motonzed 
vetucies 


Please do not put restrictions on another 218,000 acres of park. Voyegeurs 
Netone! Park should be eryoyed by ail visitors. 


Sincerely. 

<_< 
= a 
Russell Tuckel, JR 
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Author: kvaswani@mindspring.com at np-- internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 11:26 PM 
Bormal 


TO: Kathleen Przybyleki at NP-VOYA 

TO: tws-lobby@client-mail.com at NP-- INTERNET 

Subject: Protect Voyageurs--select Alt 2. in GMP 
Message Contents 


Kathleen Przybyleki 
GMP coordinator 


3131 Highway 53 
International Palle, Mi $6649 


Dear Ms. Preybyleki: 


When I visited Voyageurs National Park in 1992, I was struck by its utter beauty 
and peacefulness. That's why 1 believe that it is critical that this importent 
area be protected. 


I favor strong protection of Voyageurs National Park. 

I believe that the park should be managed for the full 
range of values our parks are meant to protect, not just 
for the unreasonable demands made by a handful of people 
who live near it or want to profit from it. 


To that end, please select Alternative 2 of the General 
Management Plan. In particular, I: 


- Strongly support limiting the number of houseboats that 
can be in the park at any one time; 


- Endorse the proposal to keep floatplene use at its current 
level and oppose any move to allow commercial floatplane use 
in the park; 


- Strongly agree with the institution of « free permit system 
for overnight visitors in the park to help perk managers get 
better statistics on park usage; 


- Insist on an end to snowmobile racing in the park (so-called 
“radar runs"). Such activities are inappropriate in a national 
park and there is no shortage of venues eleewhere on 
Minnesota's 15,000 lakes; 


- Strongly support the completion of a houseboat management 
plan that would follow the GMP; 


- Support moving park headquarters from International Palle in 
Koochiching County, a hotbed of hostility toward the park and 
ite management staff, south to Orr in St. Louis County which 
contains over 90 percent of the park and ie closer to three of 
the four park visitor centers; and, 


- Urge the Mational Park Service to develop more opportunities 
for non-motorized use and end the lopsided balance in favor of 
motors. 

Thank you for selecting ALTERNATIVE 2 in the GHP. 


Sincerely, 


Kumar Vaewani 
6911 Barrowgate Ct. 
Potomac MD 20854 





Editor's Note: 

Letters similar to the previous were also submitted by the following individuals and 
businesses: 

Individuals: 

Abell, Robin A.; Adams, Brad; Adamski Jr., Robert E.; Aderhold, Steven; Albers, 
Timothy J.; Ali Sr., Syed Ghazanfar; Alper, Gregory B.; Anderson, Evan L.; Anderson, 
Gary; Anderson, Gloria-Jeanne; Andres, Tracy; Aniello, Pete; Antobenedetto, Jarie J.; 
Antobenedetto, Marie J.; Antos, John H.; Arcurio, Melissa; Atcherson, Olivia; 
Augustinos, Demetrie L.; Awtrey, David C.; Ayers, Stephani L.; Bachelder, Thomas 
W.; Badovinac, Nancy R.; Baehr, Matthew M.; Bail, Joseph K.; Bajor, George F.; 
Bajwa, Neil S.; Balfrey-Boyd, Brevin W.; Ball, Daniel H.; Barbee, Chris; Bare, 
Thomas M.; Bartos, Jim; Bates, Robert K.; Bauman, Kevin K.; Bazzell, D.; Becker, 
Andrew; Beer, Alan D.; Bell, Bryan C.; Bell, Gregg; Bender, Chris C.; Bender, Mark 
E.; Bentley, Don and Linda; Benton, Clayton J.; Beran, Michael J.; Berigan, William 
J.; Betz, Faith Patterson; Bevis, Shanron R.; Bianchi, Nicholas S.; Biehl, Mark A.; 
Blair, Robert S.; Blair, Theresa E.; Blum, Bruce I.; Boorman, Benjamin G; Boretz, 
Adam F.; Borovansky, Jenna S.; Botto, Robert B.; Bradbury, Arthur; Bradshaw, 
Michael; Brady, Jason M.; Bredeson, Craig; Brendle, Daniel; Bribitzer-Stull, Matthew 
P.; Briner, Mary Lou; Bronson, Valerie K.; Broska, James; Brown, Carle L.; Brown, 
Douglas; Brown, Mark A.; Broz, John S.; Bruke, Richard J.; Bryant, Tamera; Bubala, 
Lou; Buchanan, John I.; Bulatek, Kevin and Colleen; Bunch, Van; Burek, Karey J.; 
Burke, Sean; Burkhart, David; Burkley, Michael P.; Burns, Stephen A.; Bursell, Ben; 
Buss, Jason A.; Byrd, Bobby M.; Caccia Sr., David A.; Cahall, Richard; Callier, Laura 
E.; Camp Jr., Edwin F.; Campbell, Kelle-Anne J.; Canfield, Kerry S.; Canning, 
Stephen; Cargman, Jered; Carney, Diane; Carpenter, Lisa A.; Carrick, Bess; Cascio, 
Mary C.; Caterson, Denee; Cecile, Scott A.; Cerilo, Cirila; Chadwick, Colleen D.; 
Chambley, Jackie S.; Chamerda, Robert S.; Chasse, Joseph R.; Christensen, Kenneth 
A.; Christie Jr., Jim; Clark Jr., William J.; Clark, Ken P.; Cleveland Jr., George M.; 
Clotworthy, Shawn; Clusin, Cliff A.; Coates, William J.; Coker, Jonathan; Coldren, 
Cade L.; Collinge, Peter; Colton, Seth M.; Colton, Seth M.; Combs, Byron F.; Cone, 
Frances M.; Corriere, Caryn L.; Cox, Chadwick; Cox, Chris M.; Coyne, Kristian R.; 
Craig, Christopher P.; Craig, William C.; Cram, Mr. and Mrs. Barclay M.; Crenshaw, 
Charles L.; Croll, Philip M.; Crouch, David W.; Crowder, Jason G; Curran, Kathy; 
Curtis, Richard L.; Curtis, William J.; Cusick, Russell V.; Daniels, Shelly L.; Dannen, 
Darielle J.; Davis, Shirley S.; Daviantes, Nancy A.; Deal, Vernon K.; Deane, Alan C.; 
Dee, Patricia J.; DeFrance, William D.; DeLazzer, David; DeLeeuw, Jennifer L.; 
Delzell, Garrick C.; DeMartino, Ralph; Demitria, Gwen C.; DeTour, Darrell; ; 
Deutsch, Dan G; Dippel, Virginia; Dittmar, Russ; Ditzman, Timothy D.; Dix, Peter K.; 
Dixon, Marlin B.; Dodson, Lynn; Donegan, Lois M.; Dorn, Jason M.; Drake, Michael; 
Drawhom, Ricky; Drinkwater, Matthew; Dudde, Amanda M.; Dumas, Jeannette; 
Duncan-McCarty, Shiree; Dunn, Michael E.; Dyer, Daniel R.; Eagle, Brooke 
Medicine; Eastman, Aubrey L.; Eckert, Scott; Economou, Constantina; Edmondson, 
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Sandy K.; Egbert, Rachael L.; Ellenberger, David J.; Ellsworth, Brian; Ellsworth, 
Kevin J.; Ellyson, GJ.; English, Roberet E.; Enhelder, Brianne; Erb, Jay; Espinosa, 
Mario; Every, Marsha W. Van; Faber, Joyce E.; Fachner, Bryan M.; Fallander, Susan 
R.; Farmer, Pauline L.; Farrell, Courtney A.; Fellows, Jeff; Fenner, Chris L.; Ferber, 
Don; Fields, Scott; Fields-Cox, James T.; Fieleke, Mike; Finarelli, Matthew B.; Fink, 
Brian D.; Fitzgibbon, Michael B.; Fleener, Judy; Flinn, Brian L.; Florio, Dawn M.; 
Flowers, Bobbie D.; Fontenot, Donald W.; Ford Sr., Kevin J.; Forrest, Karyn; Fowler, 
Beverly A.; Frey, Shawn and Luanna; Fritz, Richard G; Frost, Kit; Fry, Lindsey; Frye, 
Stephen James; Fultz, Christine L.; Furey, Kevin T.; Gamble, Carol; Gambrel, Josh C.; 
Garaner, Eric V.; Gartland, Chris; Gaterud, Cindi; Gengo, Julie A.; Gibson, Aaron W.; 
Gilbert, Tracy T.; Giles, Dave; Gillett, Mary C.; Giende, Nancy H.; Gloor, James; 
Goggin, Richard A.; Goldsmith, Ken; Goswick, Jeff; Grace, Raymond M.; Grace, 
Raymond M.; Granlund, Mark J.; Grant, Brad C.; Gray, Karen B.; Green, William E.; 
Gregg Sr., Chester W.; Gregg, Wendy L.; Griffin, Alex; Grimes, Anna L.; Groom Jr., 
Ralph W.; Grubbs, Sharon L.; Gudmundson, David L.; Hacker, Scott C.; Haddick, 
Diane; Hamilton, Christopher I.; Hamilton, Healy; Hansen, Beverly A.; Hansen, 
MariJane; Hanson, Clyde G; Hardie, Daniel B. and Mary Agnes W.; Hargrave, Lisa 
W.; Harrison, William H.; Hatfield, Peggy and Ron; Hayes, Sara; Haynes, John M.,; 
Heckert, Dwight G; Hed, Scott J.; Helton, Ryan D.; Hendren, Dennis R.; Henwood, 
Christine; Herner, Betty Jean; Hert, Diane S.; Herzog, Ed; Hill, Bob; Hinkle, John, and 
Freese, Lisanne; Hitt, Mary L.; Hoffman, Jeff D.; Hofmann, William P.; Holland, 
Karyn Helfrich; Hopkins, Paul C.; Horowitz, Tina A.; Horton, Deonne D.; Houghton, 
David C.; Howe, Joshua J.; Hoyt, Pam; Huey, Terry; Hughes, Carroll G; Humphry, 
Chad M.; Hunter, Cheryl; Huston, Guy; Huta, Yuri I. ; Ickes, Henry A.; Ingersoll, 
Henry; Ingwalson, Brenda; Irvine, Nick A.; Jacobson, Barb; Jamieson, Alex; Janet; 
Jankovic, Marie; Janusko, Robert J.; Jarrett, Linda L.; Jenkins, Mark D.; Jennings, 
Linda A.; Jennings, Sharon D.; Jiobu, Laurie; Johnson, D.; Johnson, Matthew Robert; 
Johnson, Samuel B.; Johnston, Timothy J.; Jonas, Ken L.; Jones, Keasley; Jones, Steve 
A.; Juknialis, Barbara; Kalinowski, Arlene W.; Kapecki, Jon A.; Karns, Kay L.; 
Kaszas, Janet; Kavanaugh, James P.; Keegan, Nancy F.; Keim, Susan A.; Keller, 
Matthew P.; Kellum, Judy; Kelly, Jean L.; Kevin J. Ogorman; Kilmer, Tom; 
Kimbrough, Jayce L.; King, Jeanette; Kinney Jr., W. Carleton; Kitzman, Irene R.; 
Klawiter, Briain; Knoch, Carl R.; Koch, Shane S.; Koenigsberg, Jacob O.; Kofman, 
Boris B.; Koler, Monica I.; Krone, Robert P.; Kuhimian, Roger A.; Kuppelwieser, 
Heidi M.; Kursban, Patricia J.; Kurtz, Barbara E.; Kurtz, Jason; Kuszmaul, JoEllen; 
Lamke, Richard W.; Lani, Andrea E.; Larsen, Krystal H.; Larsen, Nils E.; Larson, 
Robert M.; Lauber, Alex and Karen; Lawn, Katherine E.; Lawrence, Rhett; Lechner, 
Mark S.; Lechner, Sheila A.; Lee, Terry; Lefler, Susan K.; Leichtling, Don; Levy, Abe; 
Levy, Pat; Lewis, Laurie M.; Libkind, Marcus; Lien, David A.; Lindeman, Steven R.; 
Lipnik, Lisa D.; Littell, Todd J.; Lloyd, Meredee; Lombardo, Joseph V.; London, 
Barbara J.; Long, Sharon; Look, Rebecca; Loon, Linda Van; Loria, Steven C.; Lovejoy, 
Nancy S.; Lovely Jr., William P.; Lowther, Lori; Lucas, Lawrence T.; Lutenegger, 





Brian J.; Macartney Jr., Bill; Macfarkane, Bruce K.; Maehr, Carol B.; Magill, Roberet 
T.; Maitland, Doris; Major, Lisa S.; Malides, Paul; Malkerson, Joel W.; Maloney, 
Emma P.; Maloney, Paul L.; Malucelli, Andy M.; Manville, Katherine M.; Marino, 
Dominic R.; Mark, Herbert S.; Martin, Lorraina P.; Martz, Dori E.; Marx, James A.; 
Matarazzo, Sharon A.; Mateer, Bob and Bernie; Mathews, Mary; Matthews, Barbara 
L.; Mazzitelli, Kim; McAuliffe, Gisele; McCann, Greg; McCauley, Susan; McClain, 
Stephanie A.; McCreary, Jan; McFarland, Michael D.; McGuire, Susan; McMillen, 
Mimi; Meints, Jerry K.; Mertz, Robert A.; Meurer, Bruce J.; Michael, Mike; 
Middleton, Paula; Miller, Dusty L.; Miller, Emily B.; Miller, Jennifer and Neil; Miller, 
Wister, Minowa, Craig; Mo, Angela; Moiseyev, Maya R.; Montes de Oca, Laura; 
Montgomery, William; Moon, Collin; Moore, Fred J.; Morgan, Barbara M.; Morgan, 
David; Morresi, Gian Andrea; Morrin III, Joseph P.; Morris, Carey B.; Morse, Karen 
M.; Morton, Allan S.; Moverman, Elizabeth; Mowery, John P.; Mueller, Erich R.; 
Mullaney, Daniel T.; Mulligan, Margie; Myers, Nick E.; Natt, Stephanie; Naylon, 
Joyce E.; Neil, Michael R.; Nesteby, Katherine M.; Nisbet, Ed; Norheim, Roberet A.; 
Norris, Scott; Null, Ciry S.; O’Brien, Michael P.; O'Connor, Alissia N.; O'Meara, 
Tiffany L.; O'Neil, Ashley S.; O’Niel, Sean R.; O'Reilly, Nathanael D.; Orcholski, 
Gerald; Ortman, Debbie; Osterberg, Nils G; Owen, Judith A.; Pagenkopf, Kris; 
Palmersten, Lou; Pandey, Stacy M.; Parham, Douglas S.; Parker, Vaughan; Parkinson, 
William; Parnell, Sean R.; Parsons, Erma J.; Patel, Nick M.; Patsis, Elizabeth; 
Pellegrino, Jeffrey L.; Pellettiere, Marc; Penney, Sheila A.; Perkins, Dorene E.; 
Perkins, John M.; Perry, Seth W.; Peters, Patrick S.; Phillips, Ali; Pilewski, Ryan E.; 
Plummer, Richard G; Podietz, Eva-Lynn; Pooler, Carole A.; Porter, David W.; Porter, 
Edward R.; Portland, Bryan; Potts, Natalie T.; Poynter, Debora; Prato, Tony; 
Prefontaine, Joan W.; Prokopowycz, Maria; Prudhomme, Chris; Prybyla, Debra; Puca, 
Rob; Puca, Robert; Puder, Susan; Quick, Brandi L.; Quinn, Bryan E.; Quinn, Chery! 
L.; Raeburn, Susan O.; Rasch, John C.; Reed, Edward W.; Reed, Judy; Rees, Cherie 
L.; Reich, Andrew; Reich, Danny S.; Reich, Todd S.; Repak, Sarah E.; Revere, Lee; 
Reyesi, Kathy L.; Rice, Dary! W.; Richardson, Albert E.; Rickson, Michelle L.; Rivard, 
Ron; Roberts, Melissa; Roesner, Linda C.; Rosen, Ronald S.; Rosenbery, Gregg A.; 
Rosenbiatt, Jon E.; Ross, Brian W.; Rouse, Scott; Rowell, Kevin; Rowland, Stephanie 
R.; Rule, Juliann; Ruscoe, Dean; Rutkowski, Robert E.; Rutschow, Dale C.; Ryan, 
Patrick J.; Ryder, Eileen R.; Sadowsky, Richard; Saikevych, Irene A.; Sain, Kimberly 
L.; Sanchez, Patricia V.; Sandberg, Harlan; Saulino, Vincent T.; Scharff, Constance; 
Scheller, Amy; Scher, Sarah; Schlaepfer, Gloria G; Schmechel, Gary J.; Schoenberger, 
Murry; Schott, Marcus U.; Schroederw, Caarlena R.; Schuman, William J.; Schwartz, 
Angela L.; Schweitzer, Matthew W.; Scofield, Bruce; Scoles, Daniel R.; Searles, Barb; 
Seaver, Harmon; Sellers, Joan; Semler, Dan W.; Senft, David C.; Sewell, Peter A.; 
Shafnisky, Luke M.; Sheets, Gary W.; Shiner, Richard P.; Shires, Randolph A.; 
Siddique, Omar F.; Simerly, Bill; Simon, Philip; Sinnett, William D.; Skaggs, Mark S.; 
Skalka, Stuart; Slider, Francis D.; Sloane, Justin T.; Smith, Edward B.; Smith, Jeff A.; 
Smock, Michael G; Snell, Thomas C.; Snyder, Pamela R.; Solano, Marie-Dolores; 


Fee |/ 





S/OMpIAIpul 





c7s 


SASNOdSIY GNV SLNIWWOD :Z7 INN TIOA 





Somalwar, Sunil V.; Souza, Wanda R.; Speer, Lindsay E.; Spencer, Chery! A.; Spotts, 
Richard A.; Spotts, Richard A.; Spotts, Sarah M.; Spratt Jr., Henry G; Sprayregen, 
Ann; Stagman, Robert G ; Stahl, Edgar; Steitz, Jim; Stewart, lain F.; Stewart, Robert 
A.; Stewart, Tom; Stockman, Sharon; Stone, George T.; Story, Donald D.; Strader, 
Ellen and Lee; Strauss, Christopher E.; Strik, Nicolaas T.; Stull, Walter J.; Styles, 
Ronda J.; Suchanec, Daphne M.; Sullivan, Patricia A.; Sutherland, Ron W.; Swanson, 
Carli A.; Swanson, Carl A.; Sweet, Richard C.; Swigart, Anne H.; Sykes, Kristen M.; 
Szendrey, Tom and Julie; Talbot, Ed and Terry; Taylor Sr., Robert W.; Taylor, Chris; 
Taylor, Lee; Tholl, J. D.; Thomas, Jeanne M.; Thompson, Andrea J.; Thompson, Brian; 
Thompson, Brooke E.; Thoumi, Gabriel Andres; Trapp, Curtis R. Von; Tremblay, 
Michael T.; Truax, Wayne B.; Tryon, Heidi C.; Tucci Jr., Harry J.; Tucker, Kara L.; 
Turner, Kathleen Kaeding; Underwood, William L.; Vagts, Thatcher; Vallone, Chery! 
L.; Vanderleelie, Roy; Velez, Doris Jean M.; Vertrees, Gerald J.; Vice, Daniel R.; 
Viggiano, Jenna L.; Vignere, Joel G; Voorhies, Marilyn S.; Voorhies, William R.; 
Wald, Johanna H.; Waldron, Steven C.; Walker, Philip M.; Walters, Sandra F.; Ward, 
Aurelie L.; Ward, Jaason G; Watkins, Donna L.; Webb, Bradley P.; Weed, Wever D.; 
Weiss, Devrin D.; Werntz, Jan A.; Werth, Bethany D.; Westcott, Christina M.; White, 
Randall F.; Whitman, Aimee D.; Wick, David; Wicklen, Betty J. Van; Wiles, Jeffrey L.; 
Wiley, Carol A.; Wilke, John A.; Will, Dave; Williams, Jennifer J.; Willis, Jennifer P.; 
Wilshire, Howard G; Wilson, Judith F.; Winget, William Bryan; Witmer, Cate E.; 
Wohlauer, Gabriele E.; Won, Yhoumey; Wood-Hull, Larry D.; Woodman, Jean L.; 
Woodward, Mary H.; Worshek, Frank G; Wotipka, Scott W.; Wouters, Danny; 
Wydzga, Alexandra M.; Wyrostok, Chuck; Yacalis, Yeaa L.; Zan, Paula; Zane, Janis; 
Zinn, Robert K.; Zuck, David L. 


Businesses: 

American Whitewater (Jason D. Robertson); Montgomery County Student 
Environmental Activists (Nathan Wyeth); Northeastern Minnesotans for Wilderness 
(Will Rhodes); Northwest Ecosystem Alliance (Lorelle Spencer). 








Author: ‘Paul & Christine“ <c.p.versteeg@ucnsb.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/06/2000 11:57 AM 
Normal 


TO: Kathleen Praybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: parkland use 


Hello Ms. Przyblski, 

Please support those who want to keep the park system as clean and motor-free 
as possible. Parklands are a wonderful, valuable, non-replaceable natural 
resource. Some awful things were done in NYS's parks until areas were set aside 
for non-commercial, non-home building, no-motorized ereas. Thank you for 
reading this. Christine VerSteeg cp teeg@aub - Com 
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Deas ba. Praybyteki, 


| am agamnat the part's proposals | would like to sec the management remem os & 
is with ap further restrictions | capecially am ageinst ths climanatwa of the Specal Use 
Zoat on Katetogama The mowmoddin chad and moore have abwady mvested moary 
iano the race and advertising. it inant right to take eway the Special Use Zone with such 
thor notice. These peopis work very hard for thet mousy and you doa’! seem to care if 
they've wasted some of « There » ao proof thet tus spas is detrimental to the park or 
epvivcament 20 you heve ao right to climenats & just becomes ths exvircamentalists are 
agmnd sncretantiling 


Ths park perscanel involved im this plan ave im error to call thes pina 2 proposal. 
You just make up ths rales os you go along with ao regard to loca) business or residents 
concer. You thank if you give im to the locals that you ave mmking a concesnion or 0 
comproamse. We are ths cuss that had all the rights gyven to us af the bx zemung of the 
park and we ave ths conse who coutimes to loess those rights 


Domsi/ Wika» 


Daniel W. Vertins 


Deert na 
32% Town fol yu z 
Law Fatts, Mw Tob649 
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Deer Ma. Prabytaki, September 17, 2000 


| am the preendent of the Ash Rrver- Saowd: thers Chub. Ow 
meubertiep & oppoesd to ths Voyagew Netioaal Park's proposal to elamamate the Spec! 
Use Zoes for activities on Lakes Kabstogema This snes extends from one ead of the 
business cogumunity to the other and therefore does act affect the wilderness part of the 
part. h allows ths sca! businesses and clubs an opportunity to provide recreations) 
activities, comspetitions and aoe-profit cheb fend resing on ths weter and ice mchuding 
redex rem, winter olympica, and snowshoe bassball to name a few. To dete we beliove 
there bas act been any magative impact revulting fom this aves. ls faci, « is 0 positive 
part of the existing plan im drewing vistors imo the area. 


Tis s00s enebies the local snowmobile chub to provude 0 safe, lngal and 
recreational way for peopis to sse how fast thes snowmobiles can go. ht is 2 fun rece, act 
the bag moasy purse races other avess have The mtent is to raise moasy to help with ares 
teil matmenance. We now dounte fande to the VTS) for grooming in ow area |i also 
hatpe ths busmess ecosceny, eupecanlly during the shor! mmowmobile seasons we have 
experwaced the past ) years That weakend drew ths first large number tw the area, only 
because of the reader run, which helped the businesses pay thes Jeauary bills | am not 
eware of cas cancellation because this event is ccowring. la faci | know of many 
reservetioes made past because ee heve thes even 


The cader rans ave only car weekend per year, for 5 hours each dey. This is 2 very 
email tans frame m e given year 20 we don't really understand your big concers to 
eliminate cas more of ow rights We know of ao onr refusing to come to the park 
because of the allowance of special activities im this s0ee, and therefore see no need to 
chmumete t 


Now oa to some of my owe persosal opmmoas oa what you call your proposed 
pian. Being mvolved m some of the public comment issues, I'd say you've already made 
wp you minds so 8's not even a proposal | watch you handpick people to do your 
maccwste surveys to provides you with ths statistics you went. You say they're random 
but I don't believe & based om how you conduct them You decide what's bent for ws 
nO ESO Sp eae aan © 
the esvvoamental groups with many who have never eves been to ow aren | 
don't tell them how to clean up thee ows back yerds, which should be more of « concern 
tw them df they weal to esve the world agams! polhawe end envecemental hazards and 
abuse | any, bet ws keep what we heve left No more rules, restrictions, end communsstic 
polcy making. 


Sancerely. 
Sheryi D. Vertina 
Blak Giertinn 


BD3 Tow Ra Hug 
Poo F's an stu 
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Author: ‘Vollear; Warren* <Warren.Vollmer@fingerhut .com> at np--isternet 
Date: 69/20/2000 1:40 


pointe in the developeent of the sanagement 


* Gmownobile reces -- the so-called *redar runs* -- should be 
@iecontinvued withia the park. This activity cas occur elsewhere in 
Minnesota on ite 16,000+ lakes and ie neither dependent on nor 
competible in Minnesote's only national park. 


* Commercial flostplane use would (and should) be discontinued in the 
perk under Alternative 2. Private flostplane use should be evaluated 


* Support « cap on houseboats, both commercial and private. 


Thank you, 

Werren 

Warren Vollmar Syetes Administrator 
Phome (320) 654-4525 Pax (320) 654-4003 


warren. vo) lmarefingerhut . cos 








Author: John Wardell <johaw@edaeclabse com at ap--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 3:12 mm 


John Wardell 
2199 Or. 
Sante . Ca 95084 


Helio Mes. Prsybyliski, 


Please keep this special plece the wey it is today. Oo not let these 
special interest ruin this awesome environmental treasure. 


I have visited this ie) wyself. I plen om going beck for one 
reason. It so natural. So left as is the way is wes 
200 yeas ego. 


Se mot let this ges turn into just ancther trampled Gown cousty perk. Keep 


it es @ Mations)] Park. Por is worth it. 


Sincerely. 
John Wardell 
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Thank you for considering these comments. 


Sincerely 
Jane Wattrus 
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Author: Gilweiss@acl.com at np--internet 
Date: 10/05/2000 7:34 PM 
Morual 


TO: Kathleen Prsybyleki at NP-VOYA 
Subject: vOYAGEURS Mational Park 


I would like you to do what you can to eliminate snowmobile racing in 
Voyageurs National Park. Really, it has no place anywhere in the Park 
System, being antithetical to the fundamental concepts of a National Prk as 
pristine retreat. In the same sense, houseboats and airplane access should 
restricted to levels no greater than current, and efforts should be made 
towards ultimate elimination. 


Talk to some of the Buropean visitors to our parks to find out what a 
treasure of inspiration and repose our parks provide, and how they wish the 
Buropean nations had the foresight to develop what we already have. Preserve 
it tt 


Gilbert Weiss 

4S Lancaster Place 

Steaford, CT 06905 
Tel 203/329-0298 
Gilweise@acl .com 


Za] 
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Author: dave wernts <ds xe ystem.org> at np--internet 
Date: 10/18/2000 10:29 AN 
Borme) 


Voyageurs Bational Park 
3131 Mighway 53 
International Palis, a 


seees 
October 18, 2000 
RE: Veyageurs National Park Genera] Management Plan 


Dear Ms. Praybyleki; 


I eam writing on behalf of the Northwest Ecosystem Alliance and our 7,500 
ee 5 oa the General Management Plan for the Voyageurs 
Metional Perk. Worthwest Ecosystem Alliance is a regional conservation 
orgenisetion focused on the conservation of our nation's public lands 
including nationa] parks. I aleo annually visit northern Minnesota with ay 
tamily for wilderness recreation in the Boundary Waters Canoe Area end 
Voyegeure National Park. 


The Voyageur Metional Park is a world cleses wilderness, and a national 
treasure of considerable ee biological, and cultural importance 
— that of Yellowstone and Yosemite National Parks. Mational Parks. 
ike Voyageur. represent some of the lest untrammeled wildliands in a 
+ a Geveloped landecape. Mational Parks aiso offer solitude, peace and 
» and a valuable refuge from the pressures and calemity of sodern 
technological society. 


In the Voyageur Baticnal Park, wildlife habitat and non-motorised 
recreation are compromised and harwed by the annual presence of roughly 
275,000 enowmobiles and other sotor-vehicles. Although the ban on *jet-ski* 
traffic ie leudable, we strongly oppose any efforts to allow commercial 
flost plane operations in the Park, and encourege s gredual phase-out of 


manegement 

Giegrece and these so-called ‘radar runs* auet be ended immediately. Such 
activities ere inconsistent with the unique values provided by the Park, 
and can easily pureved outside of pristine areas. 


ellows for some snowmobile use, we believe 
thie use, and that of float planes and houseboste, should be restricted and 
curtailed to allow for | eeneed opportunities for noa-motorised recrestion. 
We support e modified Alternative 2 of the Management Plan that reduces the 
motorisation of the Park, and provides better protection for wildlife and 
gore — for non-poliuting, non-motorized, and low-impact 
recrestioa. 


Sincerely, 


Dave Wernts 
Science Director 





Deve Werntz 

Director of Scientific Programs 
Borthwest Ecosystem Alliance 
bttp: //www.ecosystem.org 
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1421 Cornwall Ave. Suite 201 
Bellinghas, WA. 96225 
360/671-9950 ex. 14 
360/671-8429 (fax) 
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Bete: 06/22/2000 3:31 mH 
August 22, 2000 
Barbare Veet. Superintendent 


gitte thet VaP has to offer the etete, the sation and the world. 
Most iaportast in thie alternative is the ban on flostplanes aad 


ao @aanagemest i sev90es. consider 
Betional Perk Service decision to ban enownobi les other sational] parks. 
Restrictions om snowmobiles. in Voyegeurs for safety ressons alone, are long 
over@ue end need your sttention. 


s 
would in particuler appreciete « trai) to Shoepack 
in 


Thank you for considering these comments. 
Sincerely, 
Devid Wick 


4let Avenue South 
Minmeepolis, 0! $$406-3420 





429 


As 8 seaplane plot and sportaman. | lughty recomunend continued joa use of fhe walarweys and 
arwors 1 fe Voyagans Natons Pat area i iy Vavels & norteesten Ontano and norihen 
Minnesota, ts not sways possibte © Yavei ground Voyages Neabons Part and fhe swrounding 
wes rctudrg be Boundenes Wate Cance ares becauee of ever Changing weather condiions 
(Le colings, Gundersiowa. ok) §s not dears possibte t by at 4000 fest or above | belleve 
frat tothe regatation may place plots and thes tardies af great pereora’ rat because of Bee iach 
Of teciiies tb obtain fusi and customs Futhe expansion of pat areas © enctuds ose of us eho 
use machesuzed Vevel. é00s not recoguze te need tor batenced support for ow pats Northern 
Mannescts should be 8 shared resource. 


Tart you for you conmdarafon. 


Swrcerey. 

hora bale. 
vA 

Bruce Whey 

Cc Jerry Potar, SPA etd Ovecty, Minnesots 


Rayerond J Rough, Ovects of Aeroneécs, tannesots Deparvnent of Trareportaton 
Suave Legul, Present, Minnescts Seaptane Plots Assocaton 
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O03 °T TILLians 
TOS 2s 5. oY 
Robert H. Wilkams 
1375 Jackson Drive 
Hastings, Minnesota $5033 
Sepeember 19, 2000 

Voyageurs Netional Park Office 

Ama: Me. Kathbeen Prrybyisi 

3131 Hwy $3 

Internahenal Falls, Manmesots 56649 

Ms. Prrybywki. 


My name w Robert Willams, ary wife Eariene and | are life long users of 
Reimy Lake, both before and after the establuhment of Voyageurs Nenona) 
Pack We caxrently own and operate a Gibson Houseboat on Rainy Lake, 
teat is moored at the Ramy Lake Housebret Merma | am writing to express 
my cpamon regarding the asew GENERAL MANAGEMENT PLAN AND 
VISITOR USE AND FACITLITIES PLAN @at was recently made available 
to the general public. 


kt ws my undermtanding tan 400 plus page document took 2 % years and 
untold hours to prepare, however « ws fragmented, contradsctory and 
confusing to the reader Purther, « appears on ms face to heve abandoned the 
multiple use principals listed m the Enabling Leguianoa, which created the 
Park. These were later wes expanded upen im the 1988 LAKECOUNTRY 
AND BACKCOUNTRY SITE MANGEMENT PLAN, drafted by the 
Voyageurs Nenonal Perk staff, whech wes approved by the Regional 
Dwector, Midwest Region on April 6, 1968. The 1968 Plan, although act 
perfect, atsemptd to treat all visitors/users equally and dad act discrimmase 
against individual goups of users. 


Thus now proposed plan wu blatantly duscriminatory against privete 
houseboat users m the following ways 






1. HOUSEBOAT GRAYWATER: The proposed Action im Alternative 2 
and 3 require teat al] houseboats (coammercaal & Private) the 
perk metal) grayweter holding tanks (Site Pages }-84, ]-235, 

1-288 and I}-26, tus proposal es written 1s discrmnmatory end act 





FF | 


becksd by scaentific dams or stuches mdacating there 9 8 greyweier 
problem m the Park. 


2. OVERNIGHT HOUSEBOAT USE. (Pages I-18) The proposed lana 


of 10 permas per mght for privese houseboat visiting the perk  agam 
biatantty discrammatory. The drafters of the plan admuteediy used 20 
scoeunfic dats to arrive of that sumber A recent coum m te Remy 
Lake Besm mdicated approximately 40 privets houssbosts now are in 
vse w the basm Ths count mchades caly houseboat, not day 
crussera, yechts or caddy caben boat, samply because they have 3 
todlet or sleapeng accommodsnheas. If you contimus to coum: al] these 
vessels as houseboats, the count will be amach Ingher, thereby 
reducing the chance of ever obtamung access to the park for legrumate 
housebosters 


Ober wsucs 


Defimmmons end Undefined terms. The drafters of the prop eed plan 
Failed to imchudes a ist of definitions in be plas Gat word leave all 
readers with the same understanding of key words, | F Houscbost, 
No-weice zones, Nateral Quest zones and many others it 2 difficuk 
enough to read and comprehend thus proposed plan, without heving to 
gmese what the drafters really meen when they use these undefined 
terms 


Inadequate Deily Use Date and Lack of Scosmmfic Stadees. ht s 
Apperemt ths extre plen = ficwed, the drafters of the plan reach 
mumerous fr decison, affecung the vertous user groups 
viexanen withm the park, without heving visstor use or sceentific dats 
available to them to beck up these anncal decamons. 


When és Nanonal Park wes developed under the enabling 
legsianon, propanents of the Park, alleged visitor use could grow 10 
es canch as | 3 millon visitors per yeas Thus figure wes used to gam 
support for the creanon of the Park, from the verrous business and 
local govermment groups whech would be supplymmg support services 
ww the park vistors Why is & now that with on estimated count of only 
249,000 phus visitors anmually is thes facility potennally m an 
overcrowded saustion? 








SpOMpIAIpuy 





ces 


SISNOdSTY GNV SININIWO, °7 INUITIOA 








ae T Cliiiess 


Final Dra General Piss / Esvwonmental impact 
Sweerment ead V waors Use and Facaimes Plan When the engomg 
comment peried finally ends the Park Service Desdurs of ths 
controvermel documest! wil be required t eccumnlats provwsons 
from the ongmel drat, comments frum ths ganarel pubic, retable 
pack vetor dete end results from sccotsfic stadees, & will be 
mmprachcable if oct mupossibie finalise ¢ plan wihou! acter 
publx comment panod 


Therefore, | would request the Park Service, cease achon on any of 
the Gree proposals m the current draft and began s study penod to 
eoquare accurems ecoantrfic data necessary before making decumons 
that effect all users of ths park Thos should mchade water quality 
seuceen, epvironmental unpact stuches and eccuretz vistior use by 
OUP mmpect tudes 


These m-dapth suxhes chal] gather safficasnt provable scremmfic dats 
necessary to make misiagence éecamons regarding the fenure of 
Voyageurs National Pack and for the mmultaple Uses « wes tended 


tn choung, | bebove ths enablers of tus park fought for the cresnos of 
a mainple use Nenonal Purk thet would preserve the local hnstory of 
the recent past of the Voyageur Country. for oi) users, fishermen, tent 
camper, erplanes, boussbosten, hikers, camoen and general 
recresponal uses Why « it, that the keapers of tus wah, (The 
National Park Services ) contmmally place restnctons on it use by the 


ee Kedestudlone 
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Barten Wen Super weenie 
Nenone Part 
ud $3 
(sernanona) MN 56669 
Dem Superendes Wes 


PRenee accept ties letter os one of mappar bx the provumons under ARernstree [] w the Draft 
vemos of the Genera) Managemen Pan‘tevwonmenta impac Sumemenvend Vso U er 
and Peabnes Pen 


Thus 1s 8 remartabie dooumen reflecting the work of mary prulesmonals wth exprmesce 
= cults and astura resource mamagemen Afte severe! years of effort and publ inpus 
the fished propceal should aow be formally sdopted so thet the mafl & Voyages can 
begs aplementing m3 prommons The | 960 Maser Plan served the part for 20 years 
However. mary changes » the part heve occTed mace a3 adopnon Research sudces 
Of a naterai cheractensncs beve Dems completed and park personnel weve hed several 
Gecades of expenence w the ares Of mierpretsnon Nee and umproved ptysca ‘soline 
we ave wnibie © help them wet they manor 


| eenee thet mary of the Part s aceres neaghbor: and part pervonne! are begunmng © look 
ahead together wo nee ea of coopersnos = The adopmon. acceptance and 
unplementanon of ttus ace managemem pien u canente) if the part 1s mest expectations 
of al) parnes m the sex! 20 yearn 


Smourely, . 
cel 
Professar Emertus . Geography 
User of Minmescw Dubuth 
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“Wrobel, Rechel* «<rwrobelesheah.cvg> et ap -int« et 


09/20/2000 3:24 mm 
TO: Kathleen Praybylski at =P-VOTA 


Subject: Voyegeur’s Baticns)]) Perk 


ed 
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Hill ih 
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Rechel and Chuck #robe), 
phome (715) 262-4923. 


Sincerely. 








up - internet 


“Deve Good* <ftcogSBistoricAvietios com a: 
06/22/2000 3:14 
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Dear Supenntendent West: 


| am writing to comment upon the June, 2000 draft General Management Pian (GMP) for 
Voyageurs National Park. | am a citizen of Minnesota who values the protection of this 
wonderful area as our state's only National Park. | am writing to request that Alternative 2 be 
selected as the management aitemative tor tuture decisions 


| am aware of the extremely vocal local opposition to the adequate protection of this National 
treasure. This region has been deemed worthy of National Park status for good cau. {47 
outraged by the attempts of the local opponents, or the snowmobile and jet-ski comrnun.*y 10 
attempt to decrease or elmunate the adequate protections of this Park. All state-wide opinior: 


ranks above seventy percent in this state. This must be considered when considenng the 
comments submitted regarding the General Management Pian. The silent majority must be 
heard over the loud ranting of the vocal anti-widemess minority. 


Most important in ARemative 2 is the ban on fioatplanes and the issuance of rules 
establishing no-wake areas on the big lakes of the Park. Having non-motorized areas in 
Voyageurs is very important for the long-term health of its natural resources, the protection of 


tts wildlife (including the nesting eagles). and as a means to accommodating a wide variety of 
vistors. 


Generating some of the loudest criticien of adequate park protection is the motorized user 
community. Snowmobile and jet-ski use must be restricted or eliminated to fully protect the 
Park's resources as we should. Please consider the recent National Park Service decision to 
ban snowmobiles in our other Nationa! Parks. Restrictions on snowmobiles in Voyageurs are 
long overdue and need your immediate attention. We must recognize the pollution caused 
by snowmobile use. It is appropriate to ban their use from this natural jewe! which was 
established as a National Park for its preservation and transmittal to future generations 
untainted. Snowmobile and jet-eki use is incomnatibie with the preservation of the unique 
resources of Voyageurs and the wildiife that makes its home there. 


Additional general comments to the management plan include: 1.) integrate adaptive 
management of all areas of park including visitor carrying capacity studies; 2.) 
consider all laws and policies pertaining to the National Park System and reconcile them in 
fayor of resource protection. 

Thank-you, 


Kaa 0. Vi 








Sharon J. Wyberg 
$604 Morgan Ave S 
Minneapolis, MN $5419 
October 19, 2000 vas 
Barbara West, Supenntendent 
Voyageurs National Park 
3131) Highway 53 
International Falls, MN $6649 
Dear Supenntendent West. 


1 wish to commeni officially on the June 2000 draft General Management Plan (GMP) for 
Voyageurs National Park. Your emphasis on the natural resource values of VNP is positive and 
forward-looking. | am in strong support of the protection of the wilderness qualities of the Park. 


Please use Alternative 2 for managyng Voyagei'rs National Park over the next decade This 
alternative represents the best means of sustasning the unique gifts that VNP has to offer our state 
of Minnesota, the nanon, and the world. 


Most important in this alternative is the ban on floatnianes and the issuance of rules establishing 
no-wake areas on the big lakes in the Park. Having non-motonzed areas in Voyageurs 1s very 
important for the long-term health of its natura’ resources, and as a means to accommodating a 
wide vanety of visitors: 


| support your recommended foot trails and ask that you add a tra:l to Shoepack Lake as well 


Please also consider the recent National Park Service decision to ban snowmobiles im other 
nanonal parks. Restnctions on snowmobiles, in Voyageurs for safety reasons alone. are long 
overdue and need your attenuon Even more pressing 1s the need to recognize the pollution 
consequences of snowmobile use. and to ban their use accordingly. Snowmobile use is 
imcompatible with the preservation of the umque resources of Voyage7s. Furthermore. | support 
removing the Chain of Lakes snowmobile trail on the Kabetogams Peninsula. This wonderfu! 
NATIONAL resource should be protected for rts wilderness qualities! 


Thank you for considering these comments in the selection of the management pian. Again, 
please ensure that Alternative 2 1s selected as the final chorce. 


Phonan MG 
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Author: earah sehoski <sehoski22@excite.com> at np-- internet 
Date: 10/12/2000 9:49 AM 

Normal 

TO: Kathleen Praybylski at #P-VOYA 

CC: profechmude@excite.com at NP-- INTERNET 

Subject: Concerns 


Ms. Prsybyleki: 


1 grew up in the Twin Cities, and epent sy summere in the North Woods of 
Minnesota. I feel a great resposibility towards preserving the woods for 
many generations to come. 

My family and friends whe still lilve in Mi, also strongly support efforts 
to maintain the area. They do and have followed DWR guidelines for 
snowmoblies, boasts and other types of recreation activites. 

The guidelines are simple leave the woods the way you found them. A person 
must be held resposible for their actions. I can assure you that any type of 
legislation that arises to protect the woods, my family and friends wil) 
back 100%. 

I would to know what I can do from the state of IL to help my home etste. 


Thank you. 

Sarah Zehoski 

2016 Irving Parkway 
Waukegen, I] 60087 





Say Bye to Slow Internet! ; 
http://www. home .com/xinbox/signup. htal 
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author: Ray Siemeruan gtaphechat ¢ g6.net> at np--internet 
Date: 10/07/2000 9:19 OH 
Sores) 


TO: Kathleen Preybyleki et BP-VOYA 
Subject: Gw Comments 
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As the nation's principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for 








